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Introduction 


Draft PDF book is comprised of transcripts from Soviet Archives. 
The main objective is to give reference to, familiarize with the 
context of transcripts and make them available and accessible to the 
largest possible readers. 


Transcripts as a whole may not be important for everyone, but 
everyone can find something important for their field of study 
among them. It is quite possible that some of these transcripts have 
already been published in some books, available online for sale or 
in public Libraries or some has them in his or her private library, or 
even may be online with different title. However, any such 
important transcripts would have no value unless they are made 
available and accessible to everyone. One may have the cure for 
Covid19 in his or her private medicine cabinet, but that fact does not 
have any value for the rest, unless that is made available and 
accessible for all. 


“We already know”, “T already am aware of it” etc., “Elitist” “I know 
it, not everyone has to know (or worse- they cannot comprehend 
anyway”) approach has been creating one of the worst attitude on 
the dissemination of Marxist-Leninist literature, historical and 
theoretical documents. Marxism Leninism is not an “Elitist’, 
“Academic” subject of study but of Socialism for the working class 
and for all those - regardless of his or her class origin-who sees 
socialism as an alternative and longing for it to be realized and 
trying to take part in the struggle. Class conscious can be gained 
through theoretical and more so by practical experience, including 
drawing lessons from the historical experiences of other socialists. 
That’s why it is crucially important and responsibility to make every 
Marxist-Leninist Literature available and accessible for all to be able 
to study. 


Report of the Minister of Justice on the Tiflis Social Democratic 
Organization — 1903 


Archive: RGIA. F. 1405. Op. 521 D. 455.L. 482-486. 
Approved July 9, 1903 


At the beginning of 1902, anti-government appeals began to 
circulate among the employees of the Transcaucasian railways in a 
significant number of copies. 


The resulting formal inquiry established that in October 1901 a 
secret community was formed in Tiflis, which, having appropriated 
the name "Tiflis Circle of the Social Democratic Workers’ Party,” set 
its immediate task to incite discontent in the working class with the 
existing state and economic system. types of achieving political 
freedom. The organization was headed by the "Central Committee", 
whose members, having entered into relations with the artisans, 
invited the latter to gatherings, where they introduced them to the 
works of underground literature and conducted socialist 
conversations, convincing those present to unite into unions and 
enter into an open struggle with the capitalists and the government 
by arranging strikes and street demonstrations. Besides, 


Prominent positions in the community were held by: 


1) Vasily Zakharov Tsabadze (30 years old, from a peasant, 
Orthodox, married, graduated from a vocational school course, 
counting official of the control of the Transcaucasian Railways), 


2) Georgy Artemiev Karadzhev (39 years old, tradesman, of 
Armenian-Gregorian origin, married, has 2 children, graduated 
from the University of Geneva, correspondent of the Tiflis 
Commercial Bank), 


3) Zakhary losifov Chobrishvili (35 years old, tradesman, Orthodox, 
single, literate, machinist), 


4) Georgy Ivanov Chkheidze (25 years old, peasant, Orthodox, 
married, has 2 children, literate, painter), 
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5) Callistrat Gigoev Gogua (27 years old, peasant, Orthodox, single, 
graduated from the course of a technical railway school, has no 
specific occupations), 


6) Joseph Vissarionov Dzhugashvili (23 years old, peasant, 
Orthodox, single, did not graduate from the seminary course, does 
not have certain occupations), 


7) Arakel Grigoriev Okuashvili (37 years old, tradesman, Armenian- 
Gregorian confession, married, has 3 children, literate, machinist), 


8) Mikhail Zosimov Gureshidze (21 years old, peasant, Orthodox, 
single, graduated from a vocational school, turner), Polikarp 
Nikolaevich Macharadze (24 years old, peasant, Orthodox, single, 
literate, painter), 


10) Severian Moiseev Dzhugeli (24 years old, son of a priest, 
Orthodox, married, has a daughter, did not complete the course of 
the seminary, clerk), 


11) Yason Efimov Megrelidze (27 years old, son of a priest, 
Orthodox, single, did not finish the course of theological seminary, 
clerk). - L. 482 rev. - 483 


The aforementioned persons, joining the "central committee", of 
which Tsabadze was elected chairman, formed several workers' 
circles, made anti-government speeches at the craftsmen's visits, 
convincing listeners not only to improve their financial situation, 
but also to strive to overthrow the autocratic power, and also 
disseminated a large number of illegal publications. Along with this, 
Tsabadze and Karadzhev were the "controllers" of the above "cash 
desk", and Chodrishvili and Chkheidze were in charge of its 
operations. The same Karadzhev and Chkheidze prepared criminal 
appeals and supplied the artisans with them, in addition, Karadzhev 
was an intermediary in the relations of the "committee" with 
underground organizations from other cities, Gogua led the 
meetings of "advanced" workers, Dzhugashvili was sent, for 
propaganda purposes, to the city of Batum, Chodrishvili and 
Okuashvili provided the apartment they occupied for the 
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"committee" meeting and kept the printing accessories purchased by 
the circle, such as: a metal board, a frame and a steel printing roller; 
Macharadze was in charge of the secret library and took part in the 
affairs of the "cash desk"; as for Gureshidze, Dzhugeli and 
Megrelidze, they vigorously disseminated community publications. 


A search in Karadzhev's belongings found 6 works in French that 
were not allowed to circulate; in addition to the above items, 
Chodrishvili's memorable book was taken, with his own 
handwritten notes on the number of banned publications produced 
and distributed by the "committee", 8 sheets with information on the 
movement of community funds , 2 issues of the underground 
newspaper "Iskra" and 3 poems of criminal content, a revolutionary 
brochure and a poem were taken from Gureshidze's property, while 
Macharadze had a report from the "cash desk”. (L. 483v. - 484) 


During interrogation, the accused rejected the fairness of the facts 
ascertained in relation to their circumstances. 


The closest collaborators of the aforementioned agitators were: 


12) Yakov Averyanov Kochetkov (23 years old, tradesman, 
Orthodox, married, has a son, literate, worker), 


13) Georgy Zakharov Lelashvili (20 years old, tradesman, Orthodox, 
single, literate, locksmith), 


14) Leonty Alekseev Zolotarev (22 years old, peasant, Orthodox, 
single, graduated from the city school, locksmith), 


15) Nikolay Stepanov Erikov (33 years old, tradesman, Catholic, 
single, literate, locksmith), 


16) Anna Yakovleva Krasnova (28 years old, daughter of a priest, 
Orthodox, unmarried, completed the course of the diocesan 
women's school, passed the test for the title of midwife), 


17) Hovhannes Gevorkov Unanov, aka Unanyants (34 years old 
peasant, Armenian-Gregorian faith, married, literate, locksmith), 
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18) Kirill Alekseev Kakhetelidze (33 years old, son of a deacon, 
Orthodox, single, illiterate, locksmith), 


19) Vladimir Iosifov Iashvili (28 years old, nobleman, Orthodox, 
single, did not complete the course of the teachers’ seminary, clerk), 


20) Georgy Gavrilov Arabelidze (22 years old, peasant, Orthodox, 
single, graduated from a medical assistant school, served as a 
supervisor of a city shelter for the mentally ill in Tiflis), 


21) Vaclav Ivanov Pulavsky (28 years old, tradesman, Catholic, 
married, has a son, literate, painter). 


Of these, Kochetkov, Lelashvili, Zolotarev, Erikov and Krasnova, 
being at the head of separate circles, organized conspiratorial 
meetings at which they explained to artisans the essence of socialist 
doctrines, read illegal works, and discussed ways of fighting the 
capitalists and the government. The same Kochetkov, Erikov and 
Zolotarev distributed forbidden works to artisans, Unanov, 
Kakhetelidze and Iashvili collected monetary contributions for the 
needs of agitation, Arabelidze had a warehouse of underground 
literature, Pulavsky, in conversations with his comrades, promoted 
anti-government ideas and supplied his acquaintances with 
revolutionary publications, Iashvili conceded for "business" 
meetings of the leaders of the organization with each other and with 
the workers, and also had a close relationship with the secret "cash 
desk". (L. 484 rev.) 


Among the things of Iashvili, a report on the movement of the 
money of the "circle", written by him in his own hand, was found, 
and a copy of this document, reproduced by Iashvili, ended up with 
Chodrishvili; in Lelashvili's apartment, about 12 appeals in Russian, 
Georgian and Armenian, issued by the "committee," and 5 pounds 
of typographic type were selected. 


The named persons did not plead guilty to the criminal acts 
attributed to them. 


Community members also included: 
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22) Kosma Dianozov Dolidze (19 years old, peasant, Orthodox, 
single, literate, locksmith), 


23) Irakli Dmitriev Tsuladze (30 years old, peasant, Orthodox, 
single, illiterate, turner), 


24) Alexey Petrov Zakomolkin (21 years old, tradesman, Orthodox, 
single, graduated from the city school course, turner), 


25) Georgy Antonov Ninua, aka Ninuashvili (27 years old, peasant, 
Orthodox, single, literate, foundry worker), who, participating in 
workers’ gatherings, got acquainted with the works of the 
underground press and entered into discussion of issues related to 
agitation. 


During interrogation, the listed accused denied being involved in 
the anti-government movement. 


Finally, the investigation involved: 


26) Luarsab Georgiev Janelidze (28 years old, peasant, Orthodox, 
single, illiterate, locksmith), 


27) Solomon Sakvarelov Dolidze (21 years old, peasant, Orthodox, 
single, literate, boiler operator), 


28) Davil Mikhailov Kapanadze (29 years old, tradesman, Orthodox, 
single, graduated from a vocational school course, clerk), 


29) Dmitry Grigoriev Bilanov, aka Bilanoshvili (38 years old, 
nobleman, Orthodox, single, graduated from the cadet corps, 
managing a private estate), who kept a small number of prohibited 
works. 


Janelidze, Solomon, Dolidze, Kapanadze, and Bilanov provided 
evasive explanations. 


Gogua, Chodrishvili and Okuashvili have been kept under guard 
since February 16, and Dzhugashvili since July 8, 1902. 


In pre-trial detention there were: Karadzhev - more than 1 year and 
2 months, Tsabadze and Severian Dzhugeli - more than 7 /% months, 


14 


Megrelidze - about 6 months, Chkheidze and Gureshidze - more 
than 5 % months, Kochetkov - 5 % months, Arabelidze - 5 months, 
Tsuladze and Kapanadze - over 4 % months, Iashvili, Anna 
Krasnova and Macharadze - over 4 months, Erikov - 4 months, 
Ninua, Unanov and Kakhetelidze - over 3 months, Bilanov - 3 
months and Lelashvili - 3 weeks. 


As a consequence, I agree with the opinion of the Ministry of 
Internal Affairs, I would consider authorizing this inquiry by an 
administrative procedure in order to: 


Deport under the public surveillance of the police for three years: a) 
to Eastern Siberia Vasily Tsabadze, Georgy Karadzhev, Zakharia 
Chodrishvili, Georgy Chkheidze, Kallistrat Gogua, Joseph 
Dzhugashvili, Arakel Okuashvili, Mikhail Gureshidze, Polikarp and 
Yan Dzharadze v. Arkhangelsk province of Yakov Kochetkov, 
Georgy Lelashvili, Leonty Zolotarev, Nikolai Yerikov, Ovanes 
Unanov, he is Unanyants, Kirill Kakhetelidze, Vladimir Iashvili, 
Georgy Arabelidze and Vaclav Pulavsky, c) to the Vologda province 
Anna Krasnovsky. 


Subordinate Kosma Dolidze and Irakli Tsuladze to public 
surveillance in the places of residence for three years, Alexey 
Zakomolkin for two years, and Giorgi Ninua, aka Ninuashvili for 
one year. 


Put Luarsab Janelidze and Solomon Dolidze under police arrest for 
one month. 


To charge David Kapanadze and Dmitry Bilanov, aka Bilanoshvili, 
with preliminary detention in this case. 


To carry out such proposals, I most fully ask your highest imperial 
majesty's permission. 


State Secretary Muravyov. 
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JV Stalin's note to members on voting by poll to approve the death 
sentence in the case of the Moscow clergy - May1922 


JV Stalin's note to members of the Politburo of the Central 
Committee of the RCP (b) on voting by poll to approve the death 
sentence in the case of the Moscow clergy and believers [May 8, 
1922] 


Archive source: Kremlin archives. In 2 books. / Book. 1. Politburo 
and Church. 1922-1925 - M. - Novosibirsk, "Russian Political 
Encyclopedia” (ROSSPEN), "Siberian Chronograph", 1997, p. 213 


Archive: APRF, f. 3, op. 60, d.24 

No. 24-7 

HURRY. SECRET. 

TO ALL MEMBERS OF THE POLITBURO 


A Moscow court sentenced 11 people to death, most of them are 
priests: (8 priests, 1 wood splitter, agitator, butcher shop). Kamenev 
proposes to limit ourselves to the execution of two priests. 


I ask you to vote "for" or "against" Comrade Kamenev's proposal. I 
personally vote against the cancellation of the court decision. 


SECRETARY OF THE CC. Stalin 


- L. 9. Typewritten copy of that time made for the office work of the 
Central Committee of the RCP (b). A stamp confirming that the 
document belongs to the proceedings of the Politburo meeting, 
minutes No. 6, item 18 of May 11, 1922 (No. 24-12). A handwritten 
litter about the same with the date "6 / V-22". Stamp of the Secret 
Archive of the Central Committee of the CPSU (b) with an inventory 
number. Date of the document by the date of the survey (No. 24-12). 


- L. 8. Typewritten copy of the later time from the copy. Made 
simultaneously with L. 7 (No. 24-12). Above, there is a typewritten 
note on the document's belonging to the proceedings of the 
Politburo meeting, minutes No. 6, item 18 with the date “6.V. 22 g." 
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(No. 24-12). Removed the formula "t." (comrade) before Kamenev's 
surname in the last sentence. 


cr 
Archive source: Kremlin archives. In 2 books. / Book. 1. Politburo 


and Church. 1922-1925 - M. - Novosibirsk, "Russian Political 
Encyclopedia" (ROSSPEN), "Siberian Chronograph", 1997, p. 197 


Archive: APEF, f. 3, op. 60, d.24 
No. 24-1 

May 2, 1922 

Members of the Politburo 

T.t. TOMSKY, RYKOV, MOLOTOV. 
Forwarded for poll of Politburo Members. 


The session of the Revolutionary Tribunal in Ivanovo-Voznesensk 
sentenced two priests to death 1; Comrade Kalinin proposes to 
cancel the decision of the Revolutionary Tribunal; 


T.t. Stalin, Trotsky, and Lenin, on the contrary, propose not to cancel 
the decision of the Revolutionary Tribunal. 


Secretary of the Central Committee I. Stalin 


- L. 2. Typewritten original on the letterhead of the Central 
Committee of the RCP (b), signature - facsimile. Date, month, and 
last digit of the year of the date in handwritten form. Round stamp: 
"RUSSIAN COMMUNIST PARTY BOLSHEVIKS", in the center 
with the monogram "Central Committee". The stamp confirming 
that the document belongs to the proceedings of the Politburo 
meeting, minutes No. 5, item 23 of May 4, 1922 (No. 24-5). In the 
upper right corner, there is a stamp of the Secret Archives of the 
Central Committee of the CPSU (b) with an inventory number. 


- L. 3. Handwritten draft original, autograph (?). In the lower right 
corner, there is a stamp indicating that the document belongs to the 
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proceedings of the Politburo meeting, minutes No. 5, paragraph 23 
of May 4, 1922 (No. 24-5). Unlike the typewritten white paper, the 
address and surnames of the addressees are missing; the formula of 
the survey is as follows: “For the survey of PB members”. Before the 
words “Comrade. Kalinin”, the word “Presidium” was deleted. The 
word "vice versa" is written above the line. At the end of the text, the 
words: "Please vote." 


Notes and Comments: 


1 We are talking about the verdict passed on April 25, 1922 in the 
city of Ivanovo-Voznesensk by the visiting session of the Supreme 
Tribunal in the case of the events in the city of Shuya (No. P-109). 
The tribunal sentenced to death the priests Ivan Stepanovich 
Rozhdestvensky, Pavel Mikhailovich Svetozarov and the layman 
Pyotr Ivanovich Yazykov. See also # 24-2, 24-3, 24-5. 
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Circular letter of the Central Committee of the RCP (b) No. 30 "on 
the attitude towards religious organizations." August 16, 1923 


Archive source: Kremlin archives. In 2 books. / Book. 1. Politburo 
and Church. 1922-1925 - M. - Novosibirsk, "Russian Political 
Encyclopedia" (ROSSPEN), "Siberian Chronograph", 1997, pp. 414- 
418 


Archive: APRF, f. 3, op. 60, d.12 
No. 12-56 
Strictly - Secret Copy [copy] No. 


TO ALL GUBKOMS, OBKOMS, KRAYEVS TO [OMIT] THERE, 
NATS [IONAL] CC and BURO CC. 


CIRCULAR LETTER of the Central Committee of the RCP No. 30 
(About the attitude towards religious organizations). 


The Central Committee invites all party organizations to pay the 
most serious attention to a number of serious violations committed 
by some organizations in the field of anti-religious propaganda and, 
in general, in the field of attitudes towards believers and their cults. 


The party program says: "It is necessary to carefully avoid any insult 
to the feelings of believers, leading only to the consolidation of 
religious fanaticism." The resolution of the XII-th 1 * Party Congress 
on anti-religious agitation and propaganda confirms that 
“deliberately rude methods, often practiced in the center and in the 
localities, mockery of objects of faith and worship, instead of serious 
analysis and explanation, do not accelerate, but complicate the 
liberation of the working masses from religious prejudices. " 


Meanwhile, some of our local organizations are systematically 
violating these clear and definite directives of the Party program 
and the Party Congress. 


The Irkutsk Provincial Executive Committee stopped with one 
stroke of the pen from 26. VI p. d. the existence of all Baptist 
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communities throughout the province and closed their houses of 
worship for "political reasons." The Oryol Provincial Executive 
Committee closed churches and prayer rooms throughout the 
province for failure to comply with administrative orders, for non- 
registration, despite the fact that the registration period was 2 * 
delayed 2 *. On Klyuchinskaya glassworks Tver province and a 
factory "of the communist vanguard" (6 Sobinka) Vladimir gu6ernii 
3 * vote at general meetings ruled churches closing, prayer rooms 
and these solutions were the 4* the basis for the local authorities to 
close churches, and in the latter cases it came to an armed clash 
between believing workers with communists and Komsomol 
members. The Mtsensk executive committee (Oryol province) 
rudely announced to representatives of church councils the taxation 
of each church from 100 to 500 rubles. gold, as a fine for non- 
registration, and the request for the presentation of the basis of 
recovery was followed by the threat of arrest, and after 5 * this 5* 
and arrest. Throughout Transcaucasia, especially in Georgia, dozens 
of churches are being closed completely illegally, in violation of the 
party's directives, causing ferment and discontent among the 
population. In Minsk (Belarus), Kharkiv (Ukraine), Poltava 
(Ukraine), Kremenchug (Ukraine), Loev (Rechitsa district, Gomel 
province), Birzula (Odessa province. Ukraine), Simferopol (Crimea) 
and many other cities in the south and the south-west of the USSR, 
Jewish prayer houses were closed by local authorities. Etc., etc. 


These and numerous similar examples with sufficient vividness 
testify to how carelessly, not seriously, and lightly some local 
organizations of the Party and local authorities treat such an 
important issue as the issue of freedom of religious belief. These 
organizations and government bodies, apparently, do not 
understand that by their rude, tactless actions against believers who 
represent the vast majority of the population, they inflict 
incalculable harm to the Soviet regime, threaten to frustrate the 
Party's achievements in the field of church corruption, and risk 
playing into the hands of counter-revolution. 


Based on the foregoing, the Central Committee decides: 
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1) prohibit the closure of churches, prayer rooms and synagogues 
on grounds of failure to comply with administrative registration 
orders, and where such closure has taken place, cancel it 
immediately; 


2) prohibit the liquidation of prayer rooms, buildings, etc. by voting 
at meetings with the participation of non-believers or outsiders to 
the group of believers that entered into a contract for a premise or 
building; 


3) prohibit the liquidation of prayer rooms, buildings, etc. for non- 
payment of taxes, since such liquidation was not admitted in strict 
accordance with the instruction of the NKYu 1918, item 11 53; 


4) prohibit arrests of a “religious nature”, since they are not 
connected with clearly counter-revolutionary acts of “church 
ministers” and believers; 


5) when leasing premises to religious societies and determining 
rates, strictly observe the resolution of the All-Russian Central 
Executive Committee dated 29 / III-23, 54; 


6) explain to the party members that our success in disintegrating 
the church and eradicating religious prejudices does not depend on 
persecution of believers - persecution only strengthens religious 
prejudices - but on a tactful attitude towards believers with patient 
and thoughtful criticism of religious prejudices, with serious 
historical coverage 6 * ideas of God, cult, and religion and 1 * pr. 1 *; 


7) personally, assign the secretaries of provincial committees, 
regional committees, regional bureaus, national Central 
Committees, and regional committees personally for the 
implementation of this directive. 


At the same time, the Central Committee warns that such an attitude 
towards the church and believers should not, however, in any way 
weaken the vigilance of our organizations in the sense of careful 
observation that the church and religious societies do not turn 
religion into a weapon of counter-revolution. 
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Secretary of the Central Committee I. 5 * Stalin. 
16 / VIII 23 y. 


- L. 117-119. A typewritten copy of that time. On 1. 117 in the upper 
left corner is a handwritten label: " (From the set) ". The secrecy 
formula, stamp "Copy [copy] No.", letter number, date after the 
signature formula are written in ink by hand. With the same ink in 
the document crossed out at the beginning of " PROJECT ". and at 
the end - "CORRECT: KURYNDINA". 


- L. 120 — rev. A printed sheet of the time made for local 
distribution. Handwritten editing of copy 1. 117-119 included. The 
number “31” is stamped in the “Copy [copy] No.” stamp. The letter 
number number "30" is also stamped. Attached to document No. 12- 
5S: 


- L. 114-116. A later certified typewritten copy. Handwritten editing 
of copy 1. 117-119 taken into account and submitted by typewriting. 
In the stamp " EKZ [EMPLYAR1 No. " the typewritten number "53" 
is crossed out by hand. Above L. 114 handwritten note on the 
document's belonging to the proceedings of the Politburo meeting, 
minutes No. 25, item 16 of August 16, 1923 (No. 12-55). 


- APRF, f. 3, op. 1, d.356, 1. 30-32. Draft minutes of the Politburo 
meeting. Typewritten original of the original document; signature, 
date, secrecy formula, stamp "copy] No.", letter number "30" are 
missing. The handwritten text revision is fully included in copy I. 
117-119 and transferred in typescript. On |. 30 in the upper left 
corner by the hand of the assistant secretary of the Central 
Committee of the RCP (b) A. M. Nazaretyan of the litter: “Today: 1. 
Reprint. 2. Distribute to PB members and collect votes. A. 
Shazaretyan]. 14 / VIII". In this note, all the text, except for the first 
word and date, is crossed out (or underlined?) In pencil. With the 
same pencil on the right, other notes by AM Nazaretyan: 1) “To the 
PB case. A. N [azaretyan] "; 2)" Project". 


- Ibid, 1. 27-29. Another copy of the same typewritten bookmark as 
L. 117-119. The handwritten text editing was repeated. The letter 
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number is not entered. At the end of the document there is no 
"CORRECT: KURYNDINA". The signature formula is handwritten, 
the surname is inscribed in pencil by the hand of A. Nazaretyan, 
Assistant Secretary of the Central Committee of the RCP (b). 


Notes and Comments: 


The file contains a note on the letterhead of the MK RCP (b), sent on 
September 8, 1923, signed by the head of the Secretariat of the MK 
RCP (b) D. Ivanov (?) “TO THE POLITBURO of the Central 
Committee” with a request “to inform you whether you have 
revised the decision of the Politburo of 10 / V in the part concerning 
the introduction of our representative to the Church Commission 
under the Central Committee. By the resolution of the Bureau from 
24 / V-23, prot [okol] No. 7 MK was proposed to the commission 
instead of Comrade Zhakov, comrade. Kastelovskaya ". The note is 
stamped "URGENT". Stamp of the Bureau of the Secretariat of the 
Central Committee of the RCP (b) with the date "8 / 9-23" and the 
incoming number. (L. 121). 


1 * Inscribed on a line in ink by hand. 


2 * Corrected by ink by hand from the originally printed was 
deferred until 27. IX.-p. g. 


3 * Further crossed out in ink by hand originally printed and 
counted. 


4 * written in ink on the hands in the line of the original printed 
served and again over the line. 


5 * Inscribed above the line in handwritten ink. 


6 * Inscribed above line in handwritten ink instead of strikethrough 
explanation. 


53 See comm. 50 to d. 12. 


54 See comm. 48 to d. 12. 
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About the uprising in Georgia. JV Stalin, September 2, 1924 


From the encryption programs about the uprising in Georgia. JV 
Stalin - in the Transcaucasian Regional Party. September 2, 1924 


Archive source: Soviet village through the eyes of the Cheka~-OGPU- 
NKVD. 1918-1939. Documents and materials. In 4 volumes / T. 2. p. 
239 


Archive: CA FSB RF. F. 2. Op. 2. D. 86. L. 40. Certified copy. 
No. 171 

24 hours 

438 / sh 


The decree of the Politburo of September 2 is passed on: “The 
Central Committee accidentally learned from the GPU that it was 
not doing well in Georgia. Khomeriks, Chkhikvishvili were 
sentenced [to] execution, which is a sentence on the execution of 25 
Mensheviks, Endeks. I accidentally learned about the execution of 
182 people. Quite by chance we learned from the NKVD - GPU and 
RVSR that we lost a number of points in Georgia and captured 
Makharadze, Sturua, Dolidze, Ruben and others. Despite a number 
of requests and demands of the Central Committee, Zakkraikom is 
silent, does not inform. The Central Committee considers this 
situation intolerable. The events [in] Georgia are of great general 
political significance. The Central Committee, demanding decisive 
action to suppress the uprising, categorically rejects the policy of 
mass executions of those arrested. The Central Committee demands 
an immediate suspension of executions based on the decisions of 
Zakchek. 


The Central Committee demands from the Zakkraikom complete, 
objective, systematic information, and presentation of a plan of his 
work for the coming days in connection with the uprising. An 
independent solution of the most important issues of the all-Soviet 
policy of Zakchek and the Zakkraikom is unacceptable "1 *. 
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1* The document contains the following label: “This document was 
reported by Comrade Kuznetsov on July 30, 1953, by the Deputy 
Minister to Comrade IA Serov. An instruction was received to store 


it in a special archive. " 
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Informational report of Dzerzhinsky. September 12, 1924 


A source: Transcripts of the meetings of the Politburo of the Central 
Committee of the RCP (b) -VKP (b) 1923-1938. Moscow. ROSSPEN. 
2007. Volume 1 1923-1926. P. 215-250 


Archive: RGASPI. F. 17. Op. 163. D. 524. L. 1-50 (uncorrected 
transcript); L. 51-115 (copyrighted transcript); L. 116-128 (verbatim 
report). 


Informational report of Dzerzhinsky. 
September 12, 1924 1 


Ihave divided my report into three parts. The first part describes the 
state of the general state of the metal industry and the production 
program for 1923/24, how it was implemented, and what plan is 
planned for 1924/25. Then I will dwell on the work of the so-called 
High Government Commission, i.e.,Commissions of the 
Politburo 2. Finally, I will highlight the real financial situation of the 
metal industry. 


I finished my written report only today and did not have time to 
send it out yet, so I will now credit it and make the necessary 
additions. 


The production program of the metal industry in 1923/24 and the 
plan for 1924/25. 


(According to Glavmetall 3) 


The production and financial plan for 1923/24 was approved by the 
STO according to the report of the military-industrial complex on 
May 7, 1924. 


The production program for 1924/25 is being developed and has not 
yet been reviewed by the State Planning Committee, and therefore 
has not been considered by the military-industrial complex. 


Here are the main data of Glavmetall: 


1. METALLURGY OF FERROUS METAL 
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1) Cast iron 34.8 and Ferromanganese 0.5. 





The increase in pig iron from 35.3 million to 40 million resulted from 
the launch of three new blast furnaces in June. The decision to 
launch three domains in Yuzovka, in Bryansk and in Krematorievka 
*(* So in the document. That's right: in Kramatorsk) came about as a 
result of meetings [of which there were anumber of] at the High 
Government Commission 4. 


Thus, pig iron smelting reached only 15.6% compared to 1913, but 
in relation to 1922/23 increased by 118%. 


Production by district 


PERE PEE FE 


1923/11922/ 1923/ ae 
4 3 4 tol24 


Sout 22,76 23,82 11,69 ourte|17.60 {10,44 hirte 
874 B87 {12 04 170 
| 0 3 3 en [2 9 en 
14,60 18,50 12,67 12,57 
Ural ; 8.283 [175 |} 27 3 7 146 |} 24 6 8,686|114 |} 31 
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A416 (283 148 B22 261 {124 


Cent 16,54/11,34 | 11,46 [756] 


5002.986 83 21 146 8 354 5 
pl 137 


59,29 }35,99 41,96 27,75 
65 22.9 |, F 151 19.6 


4 





The importance of different regions in the smelting of iron and 
steel in 1913 and now 


cE A A 


You can see that the importance of the South is growing all the time 





for both cast iron and steel. 


Basic technical meters 


[Annual release of free products Fuel consumption per 100 
rubles. (dow <oennyh>) free| 


per worker production 
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If we turn to the assessment of work on technical meters, such as the 





gross output of free output per worker and fuel consumption per 
unit of output, then we see that the South (Comrade 
Maksimov 5 should pay special attention to this) [because between the 
South and Leningrad in In connection with the resolution of the 
Politburo 6, controversy continues all the time] lagged behind and 
lagged far behind the program targets in comparison with other 
regions, although based on the pace of its development. The South 
would have to be ahead of all others. We see that only the South has 
not reached the program targets: the output per worker is 28% 
lower, and the fuel consumption is 24% higher than the 
target. [Cm. See the table "Basic technical meters.] 


Conclusions: 

Insignificant production versus 1913 
for cast iron 15.6% 

on steel 22.9% 


rental 19.6% 
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Increase in 1923/24 against 1922/23 smelting 
cast iron 2.18 times 

steel 1.65 times 

rolled 1.51 times 


While the Ural, Priuralie and Center exceeded the program targets 
in terms of technical meters, the South was far behind in terms of 
output by 28% of the target, and in terms of fuel consumption by 
24%. 


Program for 1924/25 


According to the project of Glavmetall: 


aes iron i 
% to 
1924/25) ° 924/25 
‘b 
sai y 923/2 aP 
11913 ies 


All over 
59,681 {149 23 =81,568 {138 32 


a 
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This means that, in comparison with the rate of growth of 








production in 1923-24, Glavmetal in 1924-25 assumes a slower 
growth. In 1923/24, compared with 1922/23, the growth in cast iron, 
steel and rolled products was in% 218-165-151, and in 1924/25, 
compared with 1923/24, it is assumed 149 —138—138. 
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The annual release of free products per worker in pre-war rubles 


is assumed: 


a cas b%, to 1923/24 148 


Fuel consumption per 100 rubles. free production is assumed: 
SE ol in 





alt 2 a 


These program tasks show how low our productivity and how high 





our fuel consumption is. In terms of fuel consumption, the reduction 
is expected to be quite significant, but it indicates how little we have 
achieved in this regard. 


[ Now, regarding the number of workers employed in ferrous metal 
metallurgy: in 1913 there were slightly more than 100 thousand, now 89 
thousand and 96 thousand are expected for next year. 


If we compare this program of work and the actual number of workers 
planned for 1924/25 with the work and the number of workers in 1913, we 
will see a colossal discrepancy. From this discrepancy it follows that if we 
really gave the full load with a rational organization of production, we 
would have a colossal reduction in the cost of production, i.e., the difficult 
situation we are now experiencing is transitory, because with each 
percentage of the greater load, the cost of production will be much more 
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reduced. Thus, these figures indicate a grave condition and, at the same 
time, indicate that we have a colossal reduction in the price of all products. ] 


II. METALLURGY OF RED METAL 


161000 100560 18000 


110] 1 
2608462 (2402252 |108 116 2809220 bg 


462722|838893 [509585 {164 162 {1480234 


168077 64940 [258 94 600,000 
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Those. the program is generally almost unchanged. Such a slight 
increase in the program is due to insufficient funding. Meanwhile, 
there is no doubt that this year there will be a hunger for copper, 
and therefore will have to be imported, perhaps, from abroad. 


In 1924-25, according to all data, we will be dealing with a copper 
famine due to the depletion of its reserves and insufficient 
appropriations for the necessary significant increase in its smelting. 


Basic technical meters 


Completed. 1923/24 |1924/25 


Release for 1 slave. in pre- 
1605 1387 1472 
war rubles 


Gospromtsvetmet 


Release for 1 slave. in pre- 


ar rubles 





These data indicate low underperformance. 

III. METAL PROCESSING INDUSTRY 

Factories are divided into 4 main groups: 

A. General engineering (locomotive and railroad cars including). 
B. Shipbuilding. 


B. Agricultural engineering. 
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D. Small metal products. 


Of course, these groups are not always separated so precisely that 
one group does not belong to another, for example, the Nikolaev 
Shipyard is part of the group of machine-building plants. [But there 
are formal signs that unite factories in a specific group.] 


A. General mechanical engineering 


There are _ factories 
1923/24. 


Rabo Canned |. Canned 
Total . Liqu. 7 
Imelts ‘ation> <ation> 


in 
Assumed 1924/25 


In the trusts, 

ixteen cae 
lof the USSRP 
In the trusts} 
lof the|thirteen|12 ourteen|thirteen|1 
IRSFSR 


a A A a 


I turn to the program and its implementation in pre-war rubles for 





trusts. According to the program, all production was planned at 61 
million, completed at 65 million. If you look at various associations, 
you will see that the percentage of increase is not the same, in some, 
like in Gomza 7 and Zugaz 8, the program has not been completed: 
in Gomza by 12% and in Zugaz by 52%. (See the table "Program and 
execution in pre-war rubles by trusts".) 


Thus, on the whole, for all trusts, the program of this year will be 
fulfilled with a slight excess, but for the next 1924/25 it is planned to 
increase the production of the current year by 48%. The number of 
workers will increase by [8] 6%. Labor productivity, however, 
according to these data, is very low. In 1923/24, with the number of 
workers at 81% of 1913, the output was 37% of 1913. In 1924/25, 
Glavmetall plans a program for 56% of 1913 and workers at 86%. We 
see this low labor productivity also from technical meters. 
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Program and execution in pre-war rubles for trusts 
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Thus, the output per worker in 1923-24 averaged 48% of 1913, and 
in 1924-25 63% is assumed, i.e., very low percentage. 








It is now interesting to trace how products are distributed among 
individual types of production. Here is the following table: 


Summary by type of production in thousands of rubles at pre-war 
prices 
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The 1924/25 program has not yet been reviewed by the State 





Planning Committee. 


I turn to the second group - shipbuilding. I will return to this issue 
when I talk about the work of the military-industrial complex. 


Not all factories are included in this group. This group does not 
include the Nikolaevsky plant, as well as Sormovsky, Kolomensky, 
which have river shipbuilding shops. 


This group of plants includes the Leningrad group, the Sevastopol 
and Saratov plants, the latter - a small reinforced concrete 
construction. 
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B. Shipbuilding 
(in thousands of pre-war rubles) 


Meee | 


. complete |Prog. 1 prog. 14/25 
id 1923/24 924/25 [924/25 |to L9}192 }192 
to 1913 {192 |13B/244/25 


Sudo 81432 405 
22416 2700 259 195 5200 = (23.2 100 
trest 150 


Dl ole 


In addition, shipbuilding} 

works at general 

engineering plants 119 860 18.4] 
(Nikolaevsky, Sormovo, 

IKolomna) 


eee 


The Supreme Government Commission adopted a program worth 





19 million rubles. 
B. Agricultural engineering 


Number of factories of national importance (group A): 


ee 


Program and execution at list prices: 
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IFo 


% 
IProgram|Completed.jcompleted to 
the program. 


1923/24 

16673 = {14742 1241 15983 
ig. 
1924/25 


The sharp increase in the program in a up to more ae 40 





million list price rubles - is caused by the enormous unmet demand 
for agricultural machinery and implements. 


As for the number of workers employed in this group, the following 
data are available: in 1923-24 there were 7,004 people, and in 1924/25 
- 13,872, ie., significant increase. Moreover, out of 40 existing 
factories, 21 were in operation this year, in 1924/25 24 factories are 
expected to operate. This does not include the proposed start-up of 
the Lyubertsy plant. 


D. Small metal products 

(Wire-nail, fittings, precision mechanics, tools, optics) 

All factories in 1923-24 were 19, in 1924-25 18 are supposed. 
Release in 1923/24 - 9 393 000 rubles. (pre-war). 


Prog <ramma?> in 1924/25 11,734,000 rubles. (pre-war), i.e., 125% of 
1923/24 


IV. GENERAL RESULTS FOR THE WHOLE METAL INDUSTRY 


Production of products in thousands of pre-war rubles by groups 
of plants 
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M% 1924/25) 
eee? 0 1923/24 1923/241924/25 M% 1924/25 
to 1923/24 
78,349 115,643 a P 265 196.305 
24,857 41,779 [170] 168 ee 





62,890 95,113 149] 151 177,011 [85.305 


Metal. products 9,337 {11.666 





The average output per worker in 1923-24 was 1006 rubles. 
Assumed in 1924/25 - 1374 rubles. 


This is the draft of the production program for the metal industry, 
developed by Glavmetal, but still in need of careful analysis both by 
the Presidium of the Supreme Economic Council and the State 
Planning Committee and, finally, the Service Station. 


Kamenev. Ina table that breaks down total production by industry, 
the industrial recovery in 1923/24 indicates [28] 23 million out of 62, 
and the next - 30 million out of 95. Why is there so much? 


Kalinin. And for Volkhovstroy? 


Smilga. Turbines, boilers, and their repair are ordered. Diesel 
engines, motors are ordered. 


Dzerzhinsky. We now turn to the presentation of the draft financial 
plan presented by Glavmetall. 
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The financial plan of the metal industry for 1924/25 


In 1923-24, output at pre-war prices was equal to 195,074,000 rubles, 
while in chervonnye [334,638,000] 339,638,000, i.e., the rise in price 
was [1.72] 1.74. 


In 1924/25, the expected output in pre-war rubles 
is [300,710,000] 300,810,000 rubles, in chervonnye it will be 
expressed in [454,703,000] 457,049,000 rubles, i.e., the rise in price 
will drop to 1.52, i.e., by [12] 13%. 


The reduction in price in fact during 1924-25 should be even more 
significant, since when drawing up the plan, they proceeded from 
the cost price already achieved and partly verified according to the 
reporting data of the South, and did not take into account the 
forthcoming decline in prices for raw materials (ore) and fuel 
procured outside of metallots. and also, not taken into account the 
now raised campaign to increase labor productivity 9, which in the 
metal industry, as can be seen from the indicators, is especially low. 


[I have a document - correspondence with Comrade Chubar about Kr ... * 
(* Probably means Krivoy Rog) concession. Comrade Chubar replied that 
the Council of People’s Commissars of Ukraine and the PB are resolutely 
against this concession, that the ore this year will cost 8 kopecks. against 
the pre-war 6-7 kopecks, we take 10.5 kopecks in the calculation]. 


The plan was based on the price of the ultimate pig iron at 95 
kopecks. against the current 1 rub.25 kopecks, (ie, 24%, 
reduction). At this base price, other metal products will be sold at 


the following prices: 


_ [Ratio of rise in| 
i current prices 
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Of the production in [4551 457 million rubles. about 57 million 
rubles will remain in the internal turnover between metal trusts, the 





rest of the products for 400 million rubles. it is supposed to be sold. 


It should be added that the price in the Urals could actually be much 
cheaper, because there the cost of pig iron, with the corresponding 
expected load, is 85 kopecks. But it is clear that we cannot set one 
price for the Urals and another for the South at the same time. That 
would mean killing the South. 


This decline that we have is a huge decline. And this will give the 
Urals the opportunity to rise somewhat themselves, for the Urals 
must prepare for a fierce struggle - competition with the South. So 
here, so to speak, the difference in his favor is temporary and 
necessary in order for him to strengthen himself. 


With proper lending to consumers from the metal industry and the 
metal industry from banks, as well as ensuring payments from state 
customers (NKPS, Voenved, GUVP), the sale of these products in 
400 million rubles. can be considered quite well-off, and with 
further achievements in reducing prices, the planned production 
will certainly be insufficient if the country's demand for metal is 
taken into account. According to the special work of the SEU 
VSNKh, very careful, painstaking, and thorough, the market 
capacity in 1924/25 for metal products, not counting the orders of 
the NKPS and Voenved, was determined at 267 million chervonny 
rubles, and together with these orders over 406 million 
rubles. (orders from NKPS for 118 million rubles and Voenveda for 
21 million rubles). According to the work of Glavmetall and the 
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convention of syndicates, the market capacity without NKPS and 
Voenved is estimated at 342 million chervonny rubles. 


Glavmetall presents the following financial plan figures for 1924/25 


compared to 1923/24 for the entire metal industry: 


1923/24 2.889314 843549 |45765 B89314 843549 |45765 
1924/25 ¢.566273 519040 |47233 24690 473082 (51608 


The sources for covering this deficit should be: 





1. Subsidies - a subsidy in the amount of 42 million rubles, requested 
by Glavmetal, against the SNK target of 34 million rubles. 


2. Further transformation of illiquid parts of the circulating fund 
into liquid ones. 


3. Long-term lending. 
4. Not fully repayable advances under long-term contracts. 
Budgetary financing of the metal industry 
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Notes: 

1) Including in the Urals - 8769 t. Rubles. 
Including in the South - 11,637 thousand rubles. 
2) Including for Gomza - 5992 thousand rubles. 


To the total amount of subsidies, 36,875 must be added: 724 - State 
funds and 170 tons. various. In total for 1922/23 - 37,764 tons of ind. 
*_(* so, in the document) rub. 


923-1924 g. 





Notes: 


1) Including the Urals - 8128 tons. and Yugostal - 7360 tons. 
2) Including Gomza - 6400 tons. 


3) Plus, the special purpose of 159 tons of rubles, but not taking into 
account the 2.2 million rubles specially released to the Putilov plant, as well 
as the STO-Gomze released in September in excess of the plan of 1.1 million 
rubles. 
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1) Figures in brackets - with an allocation of 42,000 tons. 


Comparison of the current year with the future shows: 1) a decrease 
in the subsidy for conservation, 2) a decrease in subsidies for 
replenishment of working capital, 3) an increase in capital 
expenditures with a specific purpose, 4) over 3 years, subsidized 
financing of metallurgy is planned in decreasing order, and 
mechanical engineering - ascending. 


Distribution of the subsidy according to the target figure of 34 
million and the required bank loan from the trusts (1924-1925) 
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Sami trusts and interested Ural Mountains and south seek grant to 
a much larger scale, namely Yugostal 10 .. - 10 mln, Ural - 10 million 
371 thousand, Gomza accordance with Glavmetallom, 
Leninmashtrest - 5 million YUMT 11 about 2 Mill. 


As for the bank loan, the cited figure for the bank turnover is 220 
million rubles. justify the trade data of the last period, which show 
that out of the total turnover of the metal industry in the amount of 
about 430 million rubles. (with sales between trusts) about 71-72% 
will be sold for promissory notes. about 220 million (excluding 
planned customers for open accounts). 


Glavmetal's study of consumers and their creditworthiness shows 
that lending will be broken down into the following headings: 


hort term 2-4 months RUB 92 million 


2./Long-term (6-9 m.) For bills accounting IRUB 100 million 


A odtovarnoe (6-9 m.) RUB 20 million 
i pecial industrial courts 6-8 million rubles. 


IRUB 220 million 





The calculation of debt (credit) made by Glavmetal gives: 
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1. Debt under the first type of lending is 22 million rubles. 

2. For the second type of lending, debt 58 million rubles. 

3. For the third type of lending, the debt is 12 million rubles. 
4. For the fourth type of lending, the debt is 6-8 million rubles. 
Total: RUB 100 million 


That is, the debt as of October 1, 1924 reaches approximately 30 
million, and the additional debt, which should be during 1924-25, 
will be expressed in 70 million rubles. 


Thus, in order to fulfill the sales program, it is necessary, according 
to the Glavmetall's plan, for the metal industry to have, on October 
1, 1925, a bank loan for 100 million rubles. These colossal 
requirements are hardly within the power of the state, and therefore 
the entire plan of Glavmetal requires even more severe verification 
by the Supreme Council of the National Economy, the State 
Planning Commission, and the Service Station. 


I must say that wages, in comparison with those planned for the 
program last year, are actually 20 percent more this year. It is 
supposed to increase by 30 percent against the 1923-24 program, and 
by 10-12% against the existing one. 


When drawing up the financial plan, Glavmetall determined the 
salary fund based on the level of recent months with an increase of 
10-12%. Thus, the average salary and employee working together is 
increased by 30% compared to software 1923/24 (against actual 10- 
12%) in the future year, reaching a maximum value at the exact 
mechanics mills 70 - 72 rubles. and in the automotive industry 80 
rubles, ranging from 40 to 60 in mechanical engineering and going 
down to 19 and 29 in the Urals and the Urals. 


Depending on this, the proportion of wages in the cost of goods was 
changed, in the plan of Glavmetall - in the 1923/24 program, the 
salary was 25%, and in the 1924/25 program - 29%. 
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I think that here the State Planning Commission, which will consider 
this program, should in no way agree that the share of wages should 
increase due to an increase in the cost of products, it should increase, 
but not due to an increase in the cost of products [the increase cannot 
be greater 25%.], But by increasing labor productivity. 


On the other hand, wage charges have been reduced: in 1923-24 they 
were equal to 30% or more, in the 1924-25 program they were 
adopted from 18 to 20%. 


Glavmetall gives the following table of the ratio of wages and labor 
productivity throughout the metal industry, with the stipulation 


that the calculations cannot claim to be accurate: 


i alary, % of pre-war. Productivity, % of pre-war 





It seems to me that the salary figures are [certainly] exaggerated. I 
don't think they will have reached 61% of the pre-war wages. 


Kalinin. This is quite possible, especially with services. 


Dzerzhinsky. There is only cash salary. As regards labor 
productivity, the figures are undoubtedly exaggerated. I bet that 
45% of this year is exaggerated, and I bet that when we look at the 
production plan for 1925/26, we will certainly outstrip 55% in our 
campaign to raise labor productivity. 


Let me now turn to the report on the activities of the commission 
itself. And I make a reservation that although there are members of 
the commission here, I did not have time to agree on everything with 
them, so if there is any gag, it will be revealed during the report. 


Report on the activities of the Politburo Commission on the metal 
industry 
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The commission was formed by the decision of the Politburo of 
March 20 in connection with the memorandum _ of 
comrade Rudzutaka on the  uselessness of locomotive 
construction. The initial composition of the commission: 
Dzerzhinsky, Krzhizhanovsky, Rudzutak, Sokolnikov, Kuibyshev 
and Dogadov. Then the commission was replenished by Mantsev 
and Ilyin and, finally, by the resolution of the Politburo on June 3 - 
Lepse, Sudakov, Tolokontsev, Chubar, Lobov and Sulimov 12. 


The cumbersomeness of the commission, the employment of its 
members, and then the party congress 13 and vacations - did not 
allow the commission itself to come to grips with and solve very 
complex and intricate problems of the metal industry, which, 
however, could not be resolved in such a short time compared to the 
task. The commission has not yet completed its work. What remains 
is the consideration of the production and financial program for 
1924/25, which is now being considered by the State Planning 
Committee and only after this consideration can it be submitted to 
the commission. 


Therefore, I must add and state that the Politburo resolution, which 
read: "To oblige all members of the commission to devote maximum 
time, effort and energy to solve this problem" 14, unfortunately, 
remained only in the resolution. 


The work of the commission was expressed in five plenary sessions 
and a series of conferences on partial issues under my and comrades 
Krzhizhanovsky, Mantsev and Ilyin's chairmanship. 


The entire severity and complexity of solving the problems of the 
metal industry comes down to the following reasons: 1) the high cost 
of production and the need for huge working capital due to the 
capacity of factories that do not meet the real needs and resources of 
the country, and therefore the low load of factories; 2) non- 
payments of the main government customers - NKPS, Military and 
Naval departments; 3) resistance of the NKPS to steam locomotive 
construction and, at the same time, the impossibility of closing 
factories; 4) the absence in the country, due to a lack of funds, 
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construction work, both communal and railway; 5) the insolvency 
of the population, which is in great need of metal products and can 
only buy when arranging a broad loan, and 6) insufficient lending 
to the metal industry and its consumers. In addition, the metal 
industry faces a number of questions, not yet permitted, both in the 
organization of production and labor, and _ in _ labor 
productivity. Until now, in the metal industry, due to all these 
reasons, the untimely payment of wages, which is paid, as a rule, 
with a huge delay, has not been eliminated, which causes 
disorganization in production itself and in all management and 
management of the metal industry. 


Under such conditions, the elimination of which does not depend 
only on desire, the metal problem cannot be quickly resolved. The 
severity and complexity of the problem dictate, however, the need 
to focus all the Party's attention on it and to direct the best party 
workers and specialists to work on metal to help and strengthen 
those already working. If it is necessary, and this is indisputable, to 
push the metal industry forward, to give it the opportunity to stand 
on strong legs, then it is necessary to give all departments a tough 
directive that they must unconditionally and unconditionally fulfill 
the obligations they have assumed or the obligations imposed on 
them by the party and the government in relation to the metal 
industry. in the first place, even to the detriment of their own current 
interests. For now, in relation to metal, almost all departments do 
not fulfill their obligations. 


These organizational issues must be resolved immediately after the 
approval of the production program for 1924/25, which will most 
likely coincide with my return from vacation. 


The main issues considered by the commission at its meetings; 


1. The production program of the metal industry for 1923/24 and its 


financing. 


This program, according to the report of the State Planning 
Commission, was considered by the commission on April 22, and 
according to the commission's report, it was approved by the STO 
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on May 7, 1924 15, i.e., in the 8th month of the year (see my report 
to the Politburo on May 18, 1924) 16 


2. Permission to repair in 1923/24 at the VSNKh factories, in addition 
to the program approved by 7 / V, another 117 steam locomotives, 
already disassembled at the plant. 


The Commission agreed, the STO approved on August 29. The 
approval came when all the locomotives had already been 
completed and handed over, but the money had not yet been 
received. 


3. Possibility of increasing railway tariffs to increase the income of 
the NKPS, as the main consumer of metal. 


This question arose when considering the NKPS steam locomotive 
program, i.e. The NKPS indicated that he had nothing to pay 
with. The question was referred to the State Planning 
Committee. Allowed as follows: from October 1, the passenger tariff 
increases by 7% (setting the payment per kilometer in the same 
amount as for a mile [this is a kind of trick]). With regard to the freight 
tariff, the State Planning Committee has worked out a regulation on 
an increase, with the exception of grain and fuel. It was considered 
in the STO, has already been reviewed and approved. 


4. Five-year shipbuilding program developed by Glavmetal and 
TsUMor 17. 


After many rather stormy meetings with representatives of all 
factories and departments [I was left alone at one meeting, where there 
were more than 100 people, and where only Mantsev supported me, 
everyone else was against it.], At a meeting of the commission, this 
program was unanimously rejected as not having any financial 
base. I must say that this unrealistic shipbuilding program, on the 
preparation and discussion of which a lot of time, effort and money 
was spent, was thoughtlessly published by Glavmetal. It whetted 
appetites in an unheard-of way, since the brochure says where, who, 
how many ships will be received for the construction and the 
amount of money that is supposed to be given out for this 
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construction to individual factories. [So, this is a repetition of the 
agricultural exhibition, it will cost not 120 million, but all 500 
million.] But this program, formally calculated for 129 million rubles, 
would actually cost several hundred million rubles. 


5. Shipbuilding program for 1924/25 and the end of 1923/24 


The issue was worked out in a special subcommittee chaired by 
Comrade Ilyin. 


Since the shipyards are in dire straits, we have drawn up a 
program for one-year 1924/25 [in order to preserve these factories for at 
least one year.] 


The commission mainly adopted the report of Comrade Ilyina, 
having outlined the minimum shipbuilding program for 1924/25 at 
18,947 thousand rubles, and admitted that of which 15,000 thousand 
rubles. must release the state in the form of either direct 
appropriations or loans. The Commission recognized the need to 
preserve shipyards in the following areas: 


a) North - in Leningrad *.(* I personally raise the question of the 
Leningrad shipyards, the question of their concentration in one factory. It 
will be painful, but otherwise we will not get out of this situation. orders, 
the Leningrad group will have to be concentrated in one plant.] (documents 
note). 


b) South - in Nikolaev and Sevastopol. 
c) Kolomenskoye and Sormovskoye factories for river shipbuilding. 


In addition, the Commission decided to apply through the State 
Planning Commission to the STO with a proposal to allocate the 
necessary loans to shipyards this year to prevent complete 
disruption of work at these plants. Comrade Commission Ilyina 
calculated these necessary loans in the amount of up to 5 million 
rubles, the STO allocated, however, by a decree of August 29, only 
1.4 million rubles. Leningrad Sudotrest 18 on account of the 1924/25 
subsidy, so that the money would be issued by September 15 and 
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that the payment of wages to the Sudotrest workers was ensured by 
September 7 (Narkomfin paid 350,000 on September 6-8). 


With regard to the entire shipbuilding program, SNK and STO 
released 5 million rubles. for commercial shipbuilding, defining 
(STO decree on September 10, 19) as an indicative and preliminary 
program for 1924/25 of commercial shipbuilding and ship repair at 
the VSNKh factories in the amount of 10.5 million rubles, including 
the sum allocated by the SNK 5 million rubles the military 
shipbuilding program has not yet been reviewed. 


Here I must digress somewhat from the report and report on the 
situation with the shipyards in Leningrad and Nikolaev. The 
situation in Nikolaev is such that for a long period of time work was 
going on there on the military vessels "Corfu" and "Chervonna 
Ukraine". And although the Maritime Department did not receive 
funds for this work, it managed this work in such a way that this 
year the Maritime Department's debt reached 2,033 thousand rubles. 


As for the Leningrad factories, due to the fact that the work has 
practically stopped almost completely, they have to be maintained 
without having the funds for this. All the funds at their disposal 
went to pay wages. Now they have to disband more than 4,000 
workers, both at the Putilov shipyard and at the Baltic shipyard, 
which, with the reduction of the naval shipbuilding program, was 
transferred to us from the military group to the Sudotrest group 
with large debts. (The naval shipbuilding program was increased at 
the beginning of the year due to German events) 20. Here we have 
to decide the question of how to be. 


You have had and read a number of telegrams on_ this 
issue. [ Glavmetall submitted a request to report to the Politburo for 
further direction the following proposal: “To recognize it as impossible, 
etc. (Is reading). ] 


[I must add to this that] It turns out, according to the report of 
Glavmetall, the allocated 5 million rubles. for the program approved 
by the STO in the amount of 10.5 million rubles. are not real, because 
in order to use this money, preparatory work will have to be carried 
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out until March, the workers will have to be dismissed or kept out 
of work until March. [This is reasonable and absolutely correct. The work 
that can be provided, with which the workers can be occupied, is 
completion, this is a simpler job that does not require drawings. 


As for the issue of the merchant fleet, this issue was examined by a special 
commission of the STO, which spoke out against a five-year program of 350 
million tons (they defended 700 million tons). They don't even have a plan 
for one steamer.] 


It is impossible now to start building a merchant fleet according to 
any program, for there is no real plan even for one steamer - 
drawings and all preliminary preparations. And the situation of the 
Leningradskie and Nikolayevsk plants really [in this respect is more 
terrible] turned out to be hopeless. For them, the existence of the 
plant is their whole life, and they have clung to everything that was 
possible so that the plant continued to work and exist. 


What Glavmetal is now proposing, in terms of its value expression, 
coincides with what was proposed by the High Government 
Commission. We offered to give another 5 million this year. Now 
Glavmetall is asking, in addition to the 1.4 million allocated to 
Sudotrest, another 2,033 thousand in connection with Morved's debt 
for the Nikolaev plant, ie.,only 3 million 433 thousand 
rubles. instead of 5 million. We asked for the entire shipbuilding 
program for 1924/25 - 18 947 thousand, Glavmetal is now asking 18 
965 thousand [ Therefore, out of 19 million it was assumed that the state 
should pay 15 million; we asked for 15 and 5-20 million; 2 million out of 8 
could be carved out of consumer households. In general, our program 
coincides with the program offered by Glavmetall.] 


Today this issue must be resolved. It is necessary to decide whether 
to close these factories, or really urgently through the State Planning 
Committee to revise the decision of the STO of September 10. 


Now I turn to the steam locomotive program. 


6. Locomotive building program for 1924/25 
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This question, which met with tremendous resistance from the 
NKPS, was previously worked out in a subcommittee chaired by 
Comrade Ilyin. Report Comrade Ilyin was approved by the 
commission, and the program of the new steam locomotive building 
was defined in 161 steam locomotives, i.e., the same number as in 
1923/24, with the condition, however, that their structure should be 
concentrated in no more than 6 factories. The cost of this order is 12 
million 709 thousand rubles. 


Here I must dwell on the steam locomotive program, because here 
very interesting data were discovered in the work of 
Comrade Ilyin. It turns out that according to the program planned 
by the State Planning Committee, not the entire State Planning 
Committee, but its Transport Section, the steam locomotive 
program was built on the assumption that we would reach the pre- 
war cargo turnover in 1941. Comrade Ilyin proved with absolute 
clarity that such a pessimistic prospect is not justified on anything, 
that the calculation taken by the State Planning Committee of the 
annual increase in freight turnover instead of 425 million pood- 
versts - the actual increase for 1922/23 compared to 1921/22 - 166 
million - artificially understated, and that such calculations cannot 
be assumed. According to Comrade Ilyin, the pre-war cargo 
turnover could have been accepted by 1930, but due to the caution 
of Comrade Ilyin moved this freight turnover to 1931/32. When 
calculating the required number of steam locomotives, Ilyin 
accepted the most optimistic assumptions about the use of these 
steam locomotives, namely in connection with their power, accepted 
their work 20% higher than the pre-war and thus assumed that the 
pre-war number of steam locomotives determining the number of 
steam locomotives, we will reach only in 1934 / 35 g. And it turned 
out that with such a very moderate calculation, by 1934/35 a total of 
6,000 steam locomotives would have to be built, starting from 
1931/32. Therefore, if no steam locomotives were built before this 
year, then the steam locomotives were exhausted by 1928/29, and it 
would have been necessary to start building in 1931/32. In the first 
year, it would have been necessary to build 1130 steam locomotives, 
in the second - 1180; in the 3rd - 1200; in the 4th - 1230; in the 5th - 
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1250. It is absolutely clear that such a program would mean the 
destruction of our transport by 1930/31, [when it was difficult for them 
to produce 100 steam locomotives]. 


In our commission, except for the NKPS, which proposed a program 
of 20-50 steam locomotives ... 


Pravdin. We don't need one! 


Dzerzhinsky. And in 1928, maybe you won't need railways?! [This 
was considered by the High Government Commission, where Krasovsky 
was present, who was silent all the time, as he took water into his mouth, 
because Ilyin had his wings. 


Then the steam locomotive repair program for 1924/25. As I said, we offered 
to actually stop the repair, and instead of 329 units we left 53.] 


7. locomotive program for 1924-25, the 


It was considered expedient to reduce the repair of steam 
locomotives at the VSNKh factories as much as possible, leading the 
line to a complete halt. Therefore, only those 53 steam locomotives 
that are at the factories were left for repair. The Podolsk steam 
locomotive repair plant was deemed appropriate to transfer to the 
NKPS. In 1923-24, the VSNKh factories repaired 329 steam 
locomotives. The cost of repairing 53 steam locomotives is 1,484 
thousand rubles. 


8. The car-repair program for 1924-25, the 


The Commission adopted a program of 900 budgetary passenger 
carriages, i.e., 4-axle cars of the 3rd class, against 625 passenger cars 
and 1582 freight cars in 1923/24. The cost of repairing 900 cars is 9 
million rubles. 


9. Works 1922/23, additional equipment, etc. 


In addition, for the completion of work in 1923/24 and various 
additional equipment for steam locomotives, for the end of the ferry 
of the Ryazan-Ural railway, for the boilers - the commission adopted 
a program in the amount of 8,880 thousand rubles. 
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In total, the program for items 6, 7, 8 and 9 was approved for the 
amount of RUB 33,171,800. against 35 million in 1923/24, according 
to the plan approved by the STO on May 7, 1924. 


10. Program of NKPS requirements for metal products in 1924/25 


On August 15, the commission received from the NKPS estimates, 
in which the requirements of the NKPS for metal products for the 
railways for 1924/25, according to the long-term plan for the 
restoration of the transport economy, were determined at 23 674 
thousand poods. in the amount of 114,800,000 rubles, and, however, 
based on the total control figure of expenditures according to the 
NKPS estimate, determined by the SNK at 790 million rubles, 
railway orders were limited by the NKPS to 17,220,600 poods. in the 
amount of 79,866,000 rubles. 


At a meeting of the same commission on September 1, 
representatives of the NKPS, this figure was reduced to 56 million 
rubles. with the motivation that the cost estimate of 790 million is 
exaggerated, that there will not be an income of 780 million 
provided for by the target figure, and that therefore the cost estimate 
for metal products should be lowered. 


I will show you below what estimates and what revenue can be 
expected for next year. 


The commission could not agree with this and recognized that the 
amount of 79,866 thousand proposed by the NKPS itself on August 
15 should be considered as the minimum, and the order for rails in 
no way could be lower than 1923/24. 


[We have heard many times that we will not be able to use the new steam 
locomotives due to the weakness of the rails and sleepers, but the rails and 
sleepers have withstood many tests. Locomotives with these rails and 
sleepers are quite usable. ] 


In addition, the minimum demand for metal products from Tsurek 
and Tsumor is set at 3,889,703 rubles. 
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Thus, the entire order of the NKPS of the metal industry, if we 
include here the need for electrical materials determined by the 
NKPS itself in the amount of 1,840 thousand rubles, will be 
determined for 1924/25 at 118,767,503 rubles. 


In 1923/24, the entire order, according to the plan approved by the 
STO on May 7, was determined at the amount of 104 million rubles. 


This year, a proposal was agreed with the NKPS, in the event of a 
reduction in the cost of metal products, accordingly, increase the 
order so that orders for the metal industry are given for the entire 
amount of money provided for by the plan. 


11. Tractor construction. 


I forgot to point out regarding tractors. At one of its meetings, the 
military-industrial complex accepted a proposal to enter the service 
station through the State Planning Commission to prohibit the 
import of tractors from abroad.I must say that here we have 
suffered a [complete] defeat, in connection [ with the need for a quick 
import (50 brought tractors have found great approval among the 
population)] with poor crops in the South-East and the need for quick 
help. The service station allowed the import of 1000 tractors from 
abroad. Our tractor building program, which has not yet been 
considered by the service station, envisages about 2,600 tractors 
worth from 7 to 12 million rubles. 


12. Target prices for metal, fuel, and ore. 


The commission on this issue, which attaches major importance, 
elected a special subcommittee chaired by Comrade Mantseva, who 
gave the directive to clarify the prices for Donetsk coal and ore, as 
determining the price of pig iron and all metal products, in order to 
fix them as planned, so that they were either at the level of the actual 
cost price, or the cost that could be achieved in short term based on 
expansion and rationalization of production and increase in 
consumption. The Commission believed that the issue of lowering 
prices for metal, by making ore and coal cheaper, was so important 
that it found it possible that the deficit, which could temporarily 
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occur from lower prices for ore and coal, would be covered by state 
subsidies. These prices, after the report of the commission 
comrade. Mantsev, outlined by the commission - for ore at 9 
kopecks. [specially developed and adopted] is determined by the 
Presidium of the Supreme Council of the National Economy at 17.5 
kopecks. 16 are planned and 19 are commercial. 


This issue must still be considered in the State Planning Committee, 
and only then the prices for metal and metal products will be finally 
established. 


In the draft production program for 1924/25, Glavmetall assumes 
the price of cast iron at 95 kopecks, instead of the current 1 ruble. 25 
kopecks, i.e., with a decrease of 24%. 


13. Oil pipeline from Grozny to the Black Sea. 


Having heard the detailed report of the mining director, the 
commission decided to support the carefully worked out and well- 
grounded proposal of comrade Kossiora from Grozneft, who, for all 
other things, can give a large load to metal plants. STO on August 
28, according to the report of the State Planning Commission, 
recognized the construction of the oil pipeline as economically 
feasible and desirable and recognized the possibility of an 
immediate order for the metal industry of pipes and equipment in 
the sizes and according to the plan, which should be developed by 
the State Planning Commission. The construction of the oil pipeline 
is designed for a 4-year period and the estimated costs are up to 25 
million, with the consumption of iron and pipes up to 2.7 million 
poods, including the construction of the plants planned in the 
program, iron and pipes will be required up to 8-9 million poods. 


14. Revealing the market capacity for metal products. 


On behalf of the Commission, the apparatus of the Supreme Council 
of the National Economy, under the leadership of 
Comrade Sokolovsky (I must recommend this Sokolovsky here: he 
is a former Menshevik, but now working on lowering prices and 
calculating very successfully [much better than any Bolshevik]. The 
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entire campaign that was carried out in this area owes much to this 
Sokolovsky) there is a lot of work in this area, which has not been 
done by anyone yet. The commission heard an extensive report by 
Comrade Sokolovsky on September 1. The commission postponed 
its judgment by the time of hearing the production and financial 
plan for 1924/25. 


The main findings and data of this work are as follows: 


Demand for metal for 1924/25 state industry: 
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. : IRUB Import of products that we 
sixteen. [Import fifteen} _. 
million |cannot manufacture 





IRUB 
Total 132 a ; 
million 


Of the 117 million rubles, the share of domestic production, about 
10% will fall on the share of orders transferred to local industry, 
i.e., orders for the industrial group for the main metal industry will 
be expressed in a total of about 105 million rubles. 


Broad market need: 
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Of these 148 million rubles. the share of the main metal industry will 





account for 109-110 million rubles, the local industry - 26-27 million 
rubles. and abroad (import of agricultural implements) - 12 million 
rubles. 


If we add to this the consumption of NKPS in the amount of 118.7 
million rubles, for shipbuilding about 10 million and the need of 
Voenved and Morved in the amount of about 11 million rubles, then 
the entire volume of consumption of metal and products in 1924/25 
is determined in the amount of about 419.7 million rubles, of which 
the share falling on the main metal industry will be determined at 
354.7 million rubles. 


I have to say about the methods of this work. It was primarily a 
consumer questionnaire. Then the convening of meetings for each 
industry with a check on the calculation data. It was a [ bloody] huge, 
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painstaking work that began in late April and was not completed 
until September 1. 


Thus, the calculated demand must be added up to 10%, taking into 
account the necessary margin for the incompleteness of the 
considered applications and the inevitable expansion of sales with 
the upcoming decrease in metal prices. Thus, all consumption in the 
share of the main metal industry can be determined at 389 million 
rubles. 


A distinctive feature characterizing the market capacity of the main 
metal industry in the period 1922 / 23-1924 / 25 is a firmly expressed 
tendency towards a steady increase in the role of the consumer 
market due to the decline in the role of the main planned consumer 
and while maintaining a stable role of industrial consumption. 


At a time when the proportion of planned consumption, according 
to the estimates of Comrade. Sokolovsky, falls over these three years 
from 53% to 35%, and the share of industry remains almost at the 
same level (29-32%) during this time, at the same time the share of 
the consumer market increases from 15 to 30%. (I must say that these 
data differ somewhat from those included by Glavmetal in the 
program of the metal industry, but I am presenting here the work of 
Comrade Sokolovsky.) The role of cooperation in the sale of metal 
products and iron, which was absolutely insignificant in 1922-23, 
now occupies quite a a prominent position in the turnover of the 
broad market, and in 1924/25 a significant increase in turnover with 
cooperation is expected. 


The implementation of the entire planned consumption plan should 
require some state support in terms of lending to the main 
consumers of the metal industry: cooperatives in the amount of 
about 7 million rubles, agriculture about 18 million rubles, utilities 
about 11 million rubles, industrial consumers about 35 million 
rubles, and a total of about 69 million rubles, of which 35 million 
rubles. refers to a long-term loan, and 34 million to a short-term 
loan. 
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Here are the main findings and conclusions of this work. They are 
still to be discussed both in the press and in the State Planning 
Committee when considering the production program for 1924/25. 
The representative of the State Planning Commission, engineer 
Hartman, recognizing the accounting method as correct, believes 
that demand will be greater and a sharp jump in the growth of 
demand may result due to the depletion of those hidden reserves, of 
which the military industry, and transport, and the whole industry 
in general, have additionally satisfied their needs up to the present 
time. 


Further, in my report, I must mention about the dispute that has 
flared up between trusts and districts over government subsidies. In 
this respect, I must say that I personally have not observed or seen 
the state approach either from the localities or from the trusts. Iam 
talking about the dispute that Comrade Clearing first started and is 
now being continued by Comrade Medvedev and [ which has now 
been postponed] the Central Committee of the CP (b) U 21... Bitter 
experience, practice showed me that representatives of trusts want 
to tear up instead of establishing their own business, and the regions 
are covering them. For example, why can the Urals now operate 
relatively so cheaply? Because he drove colossal money into 
logging, contrary to the program that was approved here. And the 
Urals sent telegrams month after month: "Wage arrears are so many 
million." [Because he drove this money there.] What is happening in the 
South? How much money [was] spenton the equipment of 
the [obsolete]plant Yuzovka, equipped the unintended program, and 
at the same time from there and from there constant telegrams about 
non-payment of wages. And who allowed the Makeyevka plant to 
start up? Of course, they assured us that they would not demand 
money from us, and then two weeks later a telegram comes - wage 
arrears, send money, [and no devils] otherwise, etc. The same is in 
Gomza - give money for motor ships and locomotives, which are not 
provided for by any program. Allied trusts are self-governed, and 
they have no government. I, wishing to take this dispute of places 
into the mainstream, held that any division of subsidies would be 
made after a preliminary meeting in the Glavmetal of the places 
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themselves. However, in practice, places were reluctant to accept 
this proposal because they all want to go to the state treasury 
together, albeit separately. 


Now in the most difficult situation of all trusts, except Sudotrest, 
Gomza. A subsidy of 6.4 million rubles was determined for her this 
year. All paid. The moratorium debt for the last year was also paid 
to her, but by August 1 her debt was up to 6 million. And on top of 
all she had to give 1.1 million rubles. And despite all this, Gomza is 
in the most difficult situation. It is clear that this is a colossal 
problem to be solved. And our commission has not done much 
yet. We have not yet approached the factories completely. 


Of the questions put before the commission - apart from the main 
production program for 1924/25 - a number of questions have not 
been resolved and considered, such as: 


1. Rationalization of production. (This should be linked to raising 
labor productivity.) 


2. Concentration and preservation. 


3. The use and sale of depreciation funds both in the metal industry 
itself and in other industries. 


4. Organizational issues, such as: 
a) governing bodies of the metal industry; 
b) organs and apparatus of trade; 


c) clarification of the rights and obligations of the boards of trusts 
and plant management. 


5. Finally, measures to ensure timely payment of wages. 


[Revision of the 2nd group of issues that are outlined - concentration and 
conservation, this our commission should have kept for itself. The State 
Planning Commission will work on the production program, while our 
commission will take trust after trust in order to find, with the help of a 
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more correct approach, a more planned organization of our economy. This 
is a huge question. 


Now regarding the 3rd group of questions. We know that 100 million 
rubles. recorded as depreciation amounts. If they existed in nature, if 
depreciation amounts were really deducted, we would have a colossal basis 
for the revival of the metal industry, because we have a threat that our 
factories and plants are destroyed, the machines wear out on them and we 
will not be able to produce anything. 


With regard to clarifying the rights and obligations of the boards of trusts 
and plant administrations. We have already made some reorganization in 
relation to Glavmetal. But it is still insufficient. Instead of a commercial 
eyewash, we wanted to give a production bias, so that Sudakov, as a 
production worker himself, would also receive production workers to help 
him. We changed the board of Glavmetall. They were attracted there: from 
Leningrad - Febel, from Moscow - Khrennikov, from the Urals - Glazenblat 
and, finally, Gluzman.] 


I will dwell on the 5th point of not considered issues - on measures 
to ensure timely payment of wages. This question is now the most 
pressing and fundamental. But it can be solved now only on 
condition that the NKPS, Voenved and NKF fulfill their 
obligations. When they don’t pay, the metal industry does not have 
the opportunity to pay on time, and we flounder, tied hand and foot, 
in pursuit of debtors day after day, month after month. Meanwhile, 
the metal cannot exist without these legal payments, and as a result, 
money is paid with a huge loss of energy, money, and time. Under 
such conditions, the state gains nothing, and our work turns into a 
madhouse. This is certainly true.See how Comrade Sudakov 
spends his day, when he has to agree, beg for money, to be 
received. Meanwhile, if the NKF and NKPS learned the inevitability 
of payments, then they would fulfill their obligations in a timely 
manner, using all the energy they spend on not paying, to streamline 
their economy, to manage it in such a way that there are funds for 
payments for metal ... They would then release our energy for the 
same, ie, to ensure that we with all our energy tackle the 
streamlining of the metal industry. And now, taking advantage of 
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our tradition of squeezing out money for wages, some heads of 
metal trusts do not pay money for wages, illegally expand 
production, arbitrarily and put us in danger of strikes, referring to 
the fact that the NKPS does not pay. But here, in the center, we are 
powerless, because the NKPS really does not pay, and all our energy 
is spent on paying money. This must be done first of all. This 
depends entirely on the NKF and the NKPS. The income of the 
NKPS is growing. Here are some comparative data on the income of 
the NKPS last year and the present: 


Revenue and subsidies for all transport for 1922/23 and 1923/24 


(in millions of chervoni rubles) 
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Total for the 
84.34 157.48 [541.821617.16 40.50 1657.664-115.84 
ear 


Notes: 1) In addition to the specified subsidy, 10 million rubles were 
allocated for special purposes (payment for fuel and metals). and 6 million 
rubles. working capital, of which 3 million rubles. bank loan. 


2) Estimated figures are indicated. Revenue for the first five days amounted 
to 11,135,944 rubles. 


Thus, we see that NKPS received 157 million rubles last year. from 
the state subsidies, this year 50.5 million rubles. Its revenue 
increased by 61%, i.e., by 233 million rubles, and his entire income 
increased by 126 million rubles, not counting the increase in 
working capital and a bank loan. 


And if we compare with this calculation of the income of the NKSP 
the permanent debt of the NKPS for metal, which has to constantly 
spend all our efforts and time, both ours and the highest state and 
party institutions, in spite of the fact that the metal by the resolution 
of the congress should now become the focus of attention 22, we 
have to admit that the People's Commissariat for Railways does not 
want to fulfill and be guided by party directives. Indeed, here: 


NKPS debt data to metal. 

According to centralized orders 1923/24 for 
February 1, 1924 RUB 1,578,343 

May 1, 1924 RUB 3,296,742 

June 23, 1924 7 058 984 rubles. 

September 5, 1924 5 250 250 rubles. 

For decentralized orders for 

May 15, 1924 2,825,000 rubles. 


August 1, 1924 5,362,675 rubles. 
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The debt of the NKPS of the metal industry as of September 5 was 
more than 10 million rubles. 


Under such conditions, it is impossible to ensure the slightest degree 
of correct management in metal. I write about the current financial 
situation of the metal industry, about its wage arrears and banks in 
a special report, which is attached hereto. Here I must note one thing 
that NKPS and NKF forgot about. The party congress said: after fuel 
and transport, it was the turn for metal. As we have seen, transport 
received 157 million subsidies last year, fuel received 60.5 million. 
We do not apply for such subsidies, although now the political and 
economic significance of reviving the metal industry is no less 
important than the task of reviving fuel and transport was 
important in the past. “Everything for transport”, “everything for 
Donbass”.I am not asking now - "everything for metal" - I am 
asking: 


1) ensure timely payment to us for orders from state consumers; 


2) provide orders for our factories from the NKPS and Voenveda, 
including locomotive and shipbuilding; 


3) increase the subsidy from 34 to 42 million rubles. and 


4) provide a bank loan with the possibility of transferring 
production to a wide market. 


In conclusion, I make the following proposals: first, to recognize as 
unconditional and necessary the full and timely payment by 
consumers of their obligations to the metal industry. To oblige them 
to make this payment first. 


Then I would ask to approve the shipbuilding program, having 
previously submitted our proposals for urgent consideration by the 
State Planning Commission, with a directive that the factories 
should be preserved and should get work in the near future. Then I 
would ask you to submit to the State Planning Committee our 
proposals for increasing subsidies for the metal industry from 34 
million to 42 million. I believe that these requirements are very 
modest, especially if we take into account the great sacrifices that 
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the state made in relation to fuel and transport. When transport 
takes a departmental point of view and forgets about the subsidies 
that the state gave it, then such a situation is completely 
impossible. It is also impossible that the NKPS says that it will not 
receive revenue of 780 million and requires a reduction in the 
program. This is directly impossible, because how can we go 
back? But then what the NKPS is saying now means that we will 
have to go back, not forward. If we take the growth of this year to 
determine the 1924/25 revenue, then it would be necessary to add 
360 million, and that would be almost a billion. [Pavlovsky tells me 
that the steam locomotives that are working now cannot be 100% used, 
because there are no well-equipped bridges for them, and if there were 
bridges, then 100% would be used. So, it is absolutely impossible to reduce 
these costs.] Of course, 780 million in revenue is not an exaggerated 
assumption. 


The state in which we have lived until now is the constant untimely 
payment of wages, when, as a result, we could not take up the main 
work. This state must end. Until now, I could not familiarize myself 
with every plant, trust, I could not analyze those business 
executives-directors who work for us. I still don’t know the directors 
of factories, because we are only doing that: where to get the salary, 
where to count it, how to count it from the NKPS, NKF, etc. 


And it would seem to me that it is necessary at all costs to force the 
People's Commissariat of Railways to pay every penny to the metal 
industry, just as he pays to his workers. And say to the metal 
industry: everyone will pay you, but you must pay your wages on 
time by all means, and then there will be no excuse that NKPS, NKF, 
etc. do not pay. 


Now, what is the wage situation? We owed 5 million by August 1, 
and by the end of September we will be in debt for 13,665,000. And 
then I must say that the Central Committee of the Union 23 should 
go to the length of postponing our payment deadline. Indeed, in the 
old days the capitalists always had 2 weeks of constant credit from 
the workers. 
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[ Kalinin. The capitalists still have it.] 


Dzerzhinsky. [But we do not have this, and in September we have to pay 
an advance according to the contract. A] The Central Committee of the 
Union could meet us halfway [so that it would not be considered a debt, 
and then we would be able to get out of this situation], we must at all 
costs do away with the debt. Do you remember January 1923, this 
memorable January in the life of transport, when you gave 40 
million to cover the debt 24? We paid off [with wages], and since then 
we could already draw a certain line on the railways. And from the 
moment when the metal says: I have paid off with the workers - this 
will be the day of the beginning of the revival of metal. And our 
business executives do not understand this. Now we need to 
arrange things so that it is better to let the production go to hell, but 
you pay your wages. If you stick to this, then it will be for the best, 
and our business executives instead arranged a method of 
squeezing money out of the state from salaries. 


Chairman Kamenev. 


There is a proposal: the report of Comrade. Dzerzhinsky on the 
preliminary plan of the production program for the metal industry 
and the report of the Higher Government Commission to take into 
account. Return to the production program after viewing it in the 
service station. To take into account and discuss at one of the 
Politburo meetings before the plenum of the Central Committee the 
question of presenting a report on the metal industry at the plenum. 


Now it remains to discuss the issue of shipbuilding. I would like to 
remind the comrades of how this question stood. Contrary to the 
proposal of the Politburo commission, 5 million rubles were 
introduced for shipbuilding into the budget of the next year. At the 
plenum of the Central Committee of the dispute arose, not to direct 
whether these 5 million on military shipbuilding in addition to the 
military budget, which was intended for them 25. The plenum did 
not resolve this issue, but referred it to the Politburo. This question 
was dealt with in the STO, and the STO decided, and the Politburo 
confirmed that these 5 million should be left for commercial 
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shipbuilding 26... And the military department was told that out of 
the amounts determined to him, 4.5 million according to Morved 
would remain for military shipbuilding, because it turned out that 
if these 5 million commercial were transferred to the military 
department, then the construction would take place not for 9.5 
million, but for the same 4.5 million 


The rest of the military department would have taken for other 
needs. Thus, it was decided that 5 million should go to commercial 
shipbuilding. Then we gave the task, is it possible to increase this 
amount at the expense of the construction organizations themselves, 
i.e., if such and such an organization wants to build ships and 
allocates 3 million for this, then we give an additional 1 million out 
of 5 million, and if another organization gives 4 million, then we 
give 2 million, etc. And so, it was done. The State Planning 
Commission developed and presented a program, from which it 
was Clear that, for example, the Oil Syndicate was going to build for 
3 million. We said: OK, we are adding another 3 million out of 5 
million - build! Dobroflot decided to build. We also added to it. And 
then the combined funds of the organizations and ours amounted to 
a total amount of 10 million for commercial shipbuilding. This does 
not concern the military department with its 4.5 million. Then, of 
course, the question arose whether the appropriation would cover 
all shipyards. In order for the program not to remain on paper, it 
was decided in the service station that, within 2 months from 
November 1, contracts should be concluded between all 
organizations, customers, and factories. And at the same time, it was 
clear that factories were not closed, but were getting jobs. Now, if it 
turns out that all the work has been done in vain, then someone must 
be brought to justice. Why then did Gosplan work for 3 months? We 
sat in the service station and argued for hours whether to give such 
and such an organization 200 thousand rubles out of 10 million, and 
now they tell us that all is in vain, that only in March we will be able 
to start building. Why don't we say this earlier? And in conclusion 
Comrade Zalutsky sends a telegram that they suspect that we want 
to transfer this money to Nikolaev. 


74 


Dzerzhinsky. Well, these are Siamese twins in the sense of 
suspicion. 


Kamenev. Comrade Dzerzhinsky spoke here that as a result our 
resolution is unrealistic and that it should be canceled. But I'm still 
afraid to do it right away. After all, the State Planning Commission 
reported with the same categoricalness, in the presence of 
Comrade Sudakov, in the presence of a representative of the Central 
Committee of Metalworkers and the Central Committee of Vodniks, 
that 10 million are provided by the factories, that they will not have 
to be closed and that things will go. Well, we, of course, assumed 
that after a while they would come and ask for another thousand or 
two. But to get such a situation that in two days the whole program 
went down the drain - it's impossible. Everything must be checked 
here. If things go on like this, then the hole will not last for a month 
and a half, but what will happen is that [him "Svetlana”, etc.] will 
have to build military ships, then maintain them, and so on. 


Smilga. [That’s not the point. The point is as follows.] Ithink that 
Comrade. Dzerzhinsky is mistaken, [with this, because we have created 
this work on the development of the shipbuilding plan t <akim> o 
<brazom>-on theone hand, the customers, on the other hand, 
representatives of the Sudotrest. We brought them together at the State 
Planning Committee and examined specifically the issue of this or that 
order -whether this or that plant is able to fulfill this or that order. The 
question is whether the order that all these ships will be completed by 
October 1 of this year will be fulfilled. If a person receives 1.5 million from 
us, has his own 3.5 million, then for 5 million he builds 5 ships and builds 
them benefits, as required by the conditions. What will change by March 
for this commercial shipbuilding? The question may be that if you have not 
coordinated the metalworking program with metal mining if you do not 
have metal for this.] In the State Planning Committee, the question 
was held with the participation of Glavmetal and customers. If he is 
right, then one should be surprised at the policy of Glavmetal and 
the ignorance of the industrial section of the State Planning 
Committee. I'm investigating this case. Maybe the point is that the 
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metalworking program is not coordinated with the metallurgy 
program. 


Sudakov. All the time I was involved in solving shipbuilding 
issues. I must say the following: when the issue was discussed in the 
State Planning Committee, both in the Industrial Section and in the 
Military Section, I put the discussion of this issue on the plane that 
if the Industrial Section takes the path of issuing 5 million for civil 
shipbuilding, then we will be able to employ 5 thousand workers. a 
person only from the moment we receive contracts. This is the first 
thing. Secondly, we can start fulfilling these contracts, having 
advance amounts, and for these amounts we can_ start 
work. Thirdly, I pointed out that a number of technical preparations 
are needed, because the existing plazas and slipways are worn out 
and need to be refurbished. Some part of the amount must be spent 
on this restoration. 


I indicated, from a technical point of view, that we will start work if 
the customers now establish the type of ships that should be 
built.But these types of vessels have not been 
identified. Consequently, it is clear from this that we will not start 
work before March and will not hire the workers [Maybe I will take 
them before January 15th. I will not be able to employ workers at my new 
job before March.] for the following reasons: I do not have a specific 
type of ships; no contracts have been concluded. I insisted on the 
obligatory conclusion of the contract in November and talked about 
it for 3 months. At one of the meetings of the Military Section, the 
question was raised, what if 5 million rubles. will be given to Mork, 
then they agree to give military orders. We could arrange these 
orders before the final signing of contracts for the civilian fleet. The 
destroyers Belli and Pryamislavl are on the ladle of the Putilov plant, 
while the Parisian Commune and Svetlana are at the Baltic plant in 
Leningrad. 


In the annual program of the Revolutionary Military Council, both 
the NKFin and the State Planning Commission, the courts appear 
and categorically insists on their completion. 
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When these questions were raised, I replied that I would not talk 
about either the Paris Commune or Svetlana until the government 
confirmed that I was entitled to their work. But for the work already 
being done on "Corfu" and "Chervonna Ukraine", an outfit must be 
given and a contract concluded. 


A situation is created here that if we wait for the final start of work 
on civil shipbuilding by March, then we get a gap. 


What should I do at this time? I must then turn to the STO with a 
request to release the amounts that I will pay with the workers, 
which I am in a memo addressed to the Chairman of the Supreme 
Council of the National Economy, Comrade Dzerzhinsky and write. 


Comrade Dzerzhinsky said here that we are facing such a moment 
that we need to leave the Baltic plant in Leningrad, because it has 
15% load now, and even if we get another load, it will not increase 
by more than 40%. Then the Nikolaev and Sevastopol plants in the 
South cannot be closed either. The Sevastopol plant, just like in 
Kronstadt, is the base of the entire city. Hence the conclusion that 
either we need to look for a load, be it military or civilian 
shipbuilding, or we will come in with a proposal to issue 1 million 
400 thousand rubles each. to pay off losses. 


It must be definitely said that you cannot babysit the Putilov 
shipyard longer, just as you cannot play with the Nevsky Shipyard, 
which takes 100 thousand rubles every month, and for the following 
months until January - from 120 to 150 thousand rubles. Therefore, 
in the Leningrad group it is necessary to take the path of closing the 
Nevsky plant. 


If we take a course on the path of civil shipbuilding, then we get a 
breakthrough until March, to which the workers must be 
calculated. From a production point of view, this cannot be 
done. From a financial point of view, this will have to be done. But 
then the workers will be scattered, we may end up in the same 
situation as when we received an order from Comrade Dzerzhinsky 
for steam locomotives, and had to fulfill a one-year order in 6 
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months, and yet there was a delay, because there was no qualified 
force. 


We have very few shipbuilding workers, almost no specialists. And 
when we raise the issue of civil shipbuilding, then, of course, the 
issue of preserving factories, on the one hand, and maintaining 
qualified forces, on the other, should be raised. 


Today it is necessary to express itself definitely what point of view 
the Politburo adheres to in relation to the Leningrad group: does it 
agree to the closure of factories, and mainly to the closure of the 
Putilov shipyard, due to the impossibility of urgently deploying 
civil shipbuilding, or to decide that the workers can be occupied by 
the fact that send them to complete the construction of the navy. But 
we must not forget that we will have to proceed with the 
completion, which is 65% ready, because these 65% were completed 
earlier, i.e.,in 1916 How to get started without inspecting all the 
mechanisms that are installed there? 


In general, the question stands like this: either it is necessary to give 
us the opportunity to proceed with military completion, or to give 
the opportunity to calculate the number of workers indicated in our 
report. 


Kamenev. How many workers do you have at the Nevsky plant? 


Sudakov. A total of 7.5 thousand, 4.5 thousand in Leningrad should 
be calculated if there is no military load. 


Kamenev. What are they doing there now, not only at Nevsky, but 
also at other factories? 


Sudakov. The destroyers were being repaired. Then they work on 
the destruction of ships. Then two tankers. There are several jobs for 
Volkhovstroy and some are for public utilities. But all this 
categorically ends by January, and now, given these jobs, there are 
surpluses of several thousand workers. In the southern group, 
without an outfit, we continue the work of "Chervonnaya Ukraina" 
and "Corfu". There are about 6 thousand. 
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Kamenev. How long has this illegal work with Chervonnaya 
Ukraina and Corfu been going on? 


Sudakov. Second year. 


[ Chairman Kamenev. Zalutsky’s telegram says the 
following (reads). How could he know this? 


Sudakov. I told him. 


Kamenev. Here's the picture. Comrade Sudakov accepted the program at 
the service station, and the impression was left that he was satisfied with 
the orders, and we thought that the issue of shipbuilding was resolved, and 
Comrade Sudakov went and immediately informs Zalutsky that this was 
not the case, but that. Comrade Sudakov, you just had to come and say that 
you were mistaken, and not pass it on to Zalutsky so that he would then 
send telegrams here.] 


Kamenev. How do you now propose in the future? Should these 
orders for merchant shipbuilding be left as it is decided, and assume 
that they will begin by March, and continue to build military ships 
until March? 


Sudakov. Yes, I think that these amounts will be allocated for 
military shipbuilding. 


Kamenev. It turns out that in addition to the 10 million that were 
allocated for shipbuilding, 7 million will have to be allocated. Well, 
if you cancel all commercial shipbuilding and say - get 5 million and 
start working at Svetlana - will that satisfy you? And then it turns 
out that he received 10 million, and then he came and said: give 
another 7 million. 


Dzerzhinsky. Of course, Comrade Kamenev is _ absolutely 
right. And not only comrade. Sudakov, and the psychology of 
others is as follows. [But, okay, 10 million have passed, then let's have 
more.] Comrade. Sudakov, after 10.5 million passed in the service 
station, was with me, and was, in general, satisfied, he only said that 
it was wrong that commercial shipbuilding was considered 
separately from military, that the military should have been 
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considered in conjunction with commercial ... And then he said that 
he hoped to receive orders for 8 million from the military 
department. This was really a mistake. It was necessary to consider 
the entire shipbuilding program as a whole. As you know, the 
military department is going to give only about 3 million. 


Today Comrade Sudakov and Comrade Zvibel (a member of 
Glavmetall and Sevzapromburo 27) came to me and presented a 
new shipbuilding plan, which I reported here. [I am a hot-tempered 
person, but in relation to specialists I rarely allow myself to flare 
up.] When I read this plan, I flared up and said that it was a crime 
against the Republic, and indicated that throwing 2 million 633 
thousand plus about 10 million - only 11 million 648 thousand for 
military construction, when, as I pointed out myself 
Comrade Sudakov, each released vessel will require additional 
permanent allocations. - this is unthinkable. 


And it is now clear to me that the work that we carried out to build 
the merchant fleet was wasted, and Glavmetal is entirely to blame 
for this. [He hoped it would take several months to complete these orders, 
and the orders are still unknown. It was the policy of giving the filkin a 
letter.] 


I affirm that we must now put the question firmly. We must decide: 
keep the Nikolaev and Baltic plants, and close the Putilov shipyard 
and Nevsky. Sevastopol cannot be closed - there is a sea and military 
port, and, besides, in Sevastopol it is the only proletarian base. And 
the plant is small there. The Putilov shipyard and the Nevsky plant 
must be closed because there is no need to think that we could 
deploy the program in the near future. [I scolded Zvibel and told him 
that if you knock it out of the state, if the St. Petersburg organization knocks 
it out of the state, it will be an irreparable blow to the entire metal industry 
as a whole. And when I summed up our conversation, I will report to the 
Politburo and give my point of view, and here there will be a final 
decision. My point of view is precisely this: do not close the Nikolaev, 
Sevastopol and Baltic plants.]To consider the entire set of issues 
arising from this provision, we will need to form a small 
commission, [and it is precisely because of this that we also have a 
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discrepancy in the party-Soviet organizations, and then, due to the fact that 
a bogey is being made from the Leningrad industry. After all, no one will 
think that I am against Leningrad, but I make a definite proposal that the 
Putilov shipyard and the Nevsky plant should be closed.] For urgent 
permission, we must ask the State Planning Committee to consider 
the military shipbuilding program as soon as possible and, in 
aggregate, refer all these issues to the Central Committee. 


Chairman Kamenev. There is a proposal to close the debate. 3 
speakers signed up. Maybe give them 3 minutes to speak? No 
objections. 


Kalinin. I still think that shipyards will have to be loaded with the 
completion of military ships. For 5 months we have no way out, and 
then I still strongly doubt that after these 5 months the construction 
of civil ships will begin. After all, it is necessary to prepare the 
material, there are no drawings yet, there is still no agreement on 
the type of ships, and not only by March, but it will be good if they 
are ready for next autumn. And the factories need to be loaded now, 
and the only loading that can be done is warships. I completely 
agree with you that this is a new expense. But on the other hand, it 
will be possible to propose to the military department that it 
sell [that flaw] the old junk that it has, instead of the new ones built. 


Kamenev. But in 5 months they will not build military ships. 


Kalinin. I'm not suggesting that. And then I point out that the work 
will still start no earlier than a year later. After all, you need to know 
that we did not have large commercial shipbuilding 
before. Therefore, there is no way out: while they are ready, we will 
have to allocate 3-4 million of these 5 million for the construction of 
warships this year. And they will not spend more. 


Then, I think that it is impossible to close two factories at once. It’s 
right that you need to close Nevsky. He is very old, and you still 
have to break him. But the Putilov shipyard is a new plant, it has 
been operating since wartime, it is some 15 years old. This is our 
newest shipyard. So, it will be necessary to wait for the Putilov 
shipyard. If Volkhovstroy has already taken out the exhibition, it’s 
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ridiculous not to endure one shipyard. Therefore, it is necessary, 
before having a decision on the Putilov shipyard, to send a special 
commission there to inspect and determine what price this plant 
has. 


Sudakov. Regarding the fact that I was mistaken, I agree that I was 
mistaken, but only that in the [State Planning Commission] STO 
during the discussion of this case I did not insist more decisively on 
my word and did not say what I said here, namely that earlier In 
December, there will be no projects such as ships, or even later, and 
we will not start work earlier than February-March. Then, I really 
assumed that from the military budget of 5 million, 1.5 million 
would be transferred to the repair of military ships, and the rest, 
i.e., 3.5 million, will go to factories. | After that, it turned out that much 
more could be done.] 


We pointed out that in order to complete the work, 9 million are 
needed. This is the same as with the summary of 
Comrade. Dzerzhinsky, and with our memorandum. But although 
they propose to close the Putilov shipyard, I am only afraid of one 
thing, that if the burden of the naval department falls - the current 
repair of destroyers, then we will be able to do all the work for the 
naval department. 


Hence the situation that the Putilov shipyard should either be closed 
or left for repair work by the Naval Department. If they do not agree 
to this, and the Putilov shipyard is closed, then 850 thousand should 
be issued immediately and 500 will be required annually for 
conservation, i.e., 1 million rubles the maintenance of this shipyard 
is needed annually. 


Maximov *.(* Maksimov’s speech underwent significant stylistic 
changes, which were not taken into account.) For me it is quite clear that, 
at the time of the preliminary and even final discussion of the issue 
of shipbuilding, the State Planning Commission. The SRT and the 
Politburo were misled by Glavmetal - unacceptable and 
unforgivable. There is no doubt that Glavmetal and the specialists 
of the State Planning Commission knew, and it is incredible to admit 
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that they did not know that all our shipyards, with minor 
exceptions, are adapted to military shipbuilding. Consequently, 
agreeing with the proposal to transfer factories to commercial 
shipbuilding, they should have also been well aware that the 
transfer requires a certain period of time and that it must be foreseen 
in advance in order to prevent interruptions in the work of the 
factories, which has now turned out on the example of Leningrad 
factories, according to the telegram Comrade Zalutsky. 


Unfortunately, Comrade Zalutsky in his telegram, in addition to just 
indignation, admits a parochial and demagogic assumption in 
relation to the Nikolaev factories. What was known about the nature 
and productive capacity of our shipyards in general can also be 
shown and proven in particular by the example of the Nikolaev 
plant. For the next year, in order to achieve at least a relative 
profitability, we planned the load of the Nikolaev plants at 
45%. This is in the presence of approved STO 10.5 million rubles. for 
commercial shipbuilding at the expense of customers. Then it did 
not work that the factories, distributing the indicated 45%, were 
loaded with 5260 thousand rubles. due to military orders and only 
1139 thousand rubles. - due to commercial shipbuilding. This was 
also known, but no action was taken to implement it. 


It is clear to everyone, even an ignorant person, that if factories are 
transferred to commercial shipbuilding, then, first of all, the 
following should be established and provided for: 1) what 
commercial shipbuilding, from a general economic and technical 
point of view, is necessary for the Soviet state; 2) what measures, 
funds and time frame are required for the transition to commercial 
shipbuilding; and 3) how and what to occupy the workers of the 
shipyards in order to avoid interruption in work, which, as it is now 
quite clear, can be very long. All of the above, apparently, was not 
clear at one time was only for those who are directly in charge of this 
matter. 


Regarding Comrade Dzerzhinsky, that I and Comrade. Zalutsky 
"Siamese twins" and that we each demand more for ourselves; I can 
say the following: I substantiate my demand and telegram with the 
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proportional production weight and importance of our industry in 
comparison with the rest: but Comrade. Zalutsky. perhaps not 
guided by this. In addition, I can assure the Politburo that if the state 
does not have the funds for shipbuilding, I will not be a greater 
patriot than Comrade. Zalutsky. and I agree to the closure of the 
Nikolaev factories. 


Now a few words to assess the issue of shipbuilding from the point 
of view of general economic, technical, and political. 1 am deeply 
convinced that commercial shipbuilding in our country, both in the 
interests of economic and political, should and will develop, but not 
in the way it is supposed now.In my opinion, in the current 
conditions, the question of the development of our shipbuilding is 
not seriously enough. Partial prefabricated orders for various trifles 
cannot be called commercial shipbuilding. For commercial 
shipbuilding, you need to have at least the most preliminary and 
elementary plan: the types of modern river and ocean vessels and 
the immediate prospects for the re-equipment and development of 
shipyards. Military shipbuilding should be continued only if 1) our 
military relations require it;2) material resources allow;3) our 
technology ensures the technical modernity of ships; 4) military 
science and technology still allow a significant use of naval vessels 
for defense. 


To such an extent, the issue of military shipbuilding was certainly 
not prepared, and therefore the possibility is not excluded that we, 
completing or building up military ships now, will not waste 
significant funds in vain. The military ships, the completion of 
which is now in question, were built up during the pre-war and 
military periods, and at that time they were the last achievement of 
military technology in Russian conditions. Now, if these vessels are 
given only finishing from the point of view of modern 
achievements, modern world science and technology, then they will 
certainly turn out to be outdated. Fewer mistakes can be made in 
commercial shipbuilding, and therefore the service station did the 
right thing by allocating funds specifically for commercial 
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shipbuilding, however, unfortunately, this question was technically 
unprepared. 


What is the solution now? The question will certainly have to be 
returned for revision. It is necessary to instruct the Government 
Commission on the materials of the relevant authorities to review 
the issue of the shipbuilding plan, determine the procedure and 
terms for the transition to commercial shipbuilding, provide loans 
and temporarily support the factories with military orders. There is 
no other way out now. The factories can only be loaded with the 
completion of the construction of warships, otherwise, 3-5 months 
before the transition to commercial shipbuilding, workers will have 
to be kept in order to preserve even the most important factories as 
shipbuilding laboratories. 


The conclusion is as follows: 1) urgently develop and implement a 
program to reduce the number of factories, based on economic and 
technical features, 2) provide the remaining factories with orders for 
the current and subsequent years according to the corresponding 
long-term plan of commercial and military shipbuilding, 3) until the 
transition to commercial shipbuilding load the most important 
factories with work to complete the construction of warships 
according to preliminary assignments. 


These are the main activities that should be carried out. In the future, 
the uncertain position of the shipyards is intolerable. 


Kamenev. Perhaps it is much more expedient than to finish building 
warships, which are useless in comparison with world technology, 
to pay workers' salaries without giving them jobs yet? The point of 
view of comrade. Sudakov, of course, is clear: he wants to keep all 
the factories and load them with both military and commercial 
orders. But it would be much better if Comrade Sudakov told us this 
earlier. What are we being offered now, to reconsider and give the 
military department 5 million? A commission must be elected. 


Molotov. It is clear that we cannot resolve this issue now - transfer 
money to military or commercial shipbuilding. It is also clear that it 
would be wrong to give it all to commercial shipbuilding. But at the 
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same time, based on the interests and the need to build commercial 
ships, it will be necessary to find out how, without stopping the 
work of factories for military orders, factories can gradually adapt 
to commercial orders. 


Smilga.I am against the commission. She won't give anything 
now. If it is needed to analyze the Leningrad case, then it can be 
done. But it should be noted that Glavmetal did what it had no right 
to do. I must say that we have a second dubious figure - 3 million 
rubles. on tractors. These tractors will cost 3-4 times more than 
foreign ones. And there is no need to create commissions for 
shipbuilding. If the salary has not been paid, then it must be paid, 
but it is impossible to decide piece by piece. It is difficult to typeset 
the entire program differently. 


Kamenev. Thus, we accept: to suspend the execution of the STO 
resolution of September 10 on the allocation of 10 million 500 
thousand for commercial shipbuilding and the Politburo resolution 
of 5 million for commercial shipbuilding. Consider the whole issue 
of shipbuilding orders for both military and commercial ships in 
aggregate. 


Smilga. It is necessary to disperse the entire metal section that 
worked on this issue. This is outright swindle. 


Kamenev. Now regarding the election of the commission. 


Kuibyshev.I propose to refer this to the High Government 
Commission. 


Kalinin. At the same time, it should be noted that the appropriation 
is calculated for the military ships already under construction, and 
not new ones. 


Dzerzhinsky. I suggest the term of work is a week, with a report to 
the Politburo. 


Kamenev. Deputy to the High Government Commission instead of 
Comrade Dzerzhinsky is proposed to Comrade Kuibyshev. And it 
is also proposed to introduce comrade. Pyatakov. 
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No objections? Received. 


Glavmetall's petition for a vacation this year for the Nikolaev plant 
is 2 million rubles.transfer to the High Government 
Commission. Approved. 


Kuibyshev. Instead of a week, I ask for a deadline of 10 days to be 
able to get acquainted with the work. 


Kamenev. No objections. The total term of the State Planning 
Commission for the consideration of the production program of the 
metal industry is proposed for a month. No objections? Received. 


Report comrade. Dzerzhinsky to multiply and distribute to 
members of the Central Committee, Central Control Commission, 
and gubernia committees. 


The meeting is closed on 28. 


1 RGASPI. F. 17. Op. 163. D. 524. L. 1-50 (uncorrected transcript); L. 51- 
115 (copyrighted transcript); L. 116-128 (verbatim report). For a list of 
those present at the meeting, see appendix 1. 


2 The Higher Government Commission (VPK) is a commission of the 
Politburo of the Central Committee of the RCP (b) on the metal 
industry. Created by the decision of the Politburo on March 20, 1924. With 
the formation of the military-industrial complex, all work on the 
development of measures in the field of the development of metallurgy and 
mechanical engineering was concentrated in 
it. F.E. Dzerzhinsky. (RGASPI. F. 17. Op. 3.D. 428. L. 4.) 


3 Glavmetall - Main Directorate of the State Metal Industry of the 
Supreme Council of the National Economy of the USSR, branch industrial 
main board. It was formed on October 26, 1921 on the basis of the metal 
department of the Supreme Council of the National Economy of the RSFSR 
and the main board of precision mechanics plants. After the dissolution of 
the Higher Government Commission for the Metal Industry (November 
1924), he was in charge of this industry. By a decision of the Politburo of 
November 13, 1924, F.E. Dzerzhinsky. (RGASPI. F. 17.Op. 3. D. 474. L. 
5.) 
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4 F.E. Dzerzhinsky made an inaccuracy. We are talking about the launch 
of three blast furnaces: blast furnace No. 1 at Yuzovka, blast furnace No. 1 
of the Yekaterinoslavsky plant named after G.I. Petrovsky (former Bryansk 
metallurgical plant) and Kramatorsk blast furnace No. 3 of the Donugol 
trust. 


5 Chairman of the Supreme Council of the National Economy of the 
Ukrainian SSR K.G. Maximov. 


6 This is a Politburo resolution of July 3, 1924 on the significance and role 
of Leningrad industry. (RGASPI. F. 17. Op. 3. D. 447. L. 3.) See also note 
pas 


7 GOMZ - State Association of Machine-Building Plants, created in 1918, 
was under the jurisdiction of the Department of Metals of the Supreme 
Council of the National Economy of the RSFSR. It included: Kolomensky, 
Mytishchi machine-building, Sormovsky, Bryansk steam locomotive, 
Tverskoy, Rybinsk car-building plants, six plants of the Prioksky district, 
a tool plant in Moscow, etc. In 1923, GOMZ was recognized as a union of 
all-union significance and transferred to the jurisdiction of the Supreme 
Council of the National Economy of the USSR. 


8 TsUG AZ - Central Administration of State Automobile Plants, was 
established in 1921 and was directly subordinate to Glavmetal. The 
department was an independent organization with the rights of a legal 
entity. In 1923 it was transferred to the jurisdiction of the Supreme 
Council of the National Economy of the USSR. 


9 The campaign to increase labor productivity began in April 1924, when 
at a number of the largest enterprises in Leningrad "Krasny Putilovets”, 
"Russian Diesel”, "Economizer”, ”Krasny Vyborzhets”, ’Sevkabel” and 
others. workers in the struggle to increase productivity. (Economic life of 
the USSR. Chronicle of events and facts 1917-1965. Book. 1. M., 1967. S. 
130.) 


10 Yugostal is the State Southern Metallurgical Trust of the Supreme 
Council of the National Economy of the USSR, established in 1921. The 
trust included metallurgical plants, coal mines, coke plants located in the 
territory of Ukraine, the North Caucasus and Crimea. 
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11 YMT - Southern Machine-Building Trust of the SNKh of the Ukrainian 
SSR, created in 1922. 


12 Decisions of the Politburo of March 20, May 8, June 3, 1924 (RGASPI. 
F. 17. Op. 3. D. 428. Sheet 4; D. 436. L. 7, D. 441 L. 4.) 


13 We are talking about the XIII Congress of the RCP (b), held in Moscow 
on May 23-31, 1924. 


14 From the decision of the Politburo of June 19, 1924 on the issue "Report 
of the Commission on the metal industry.” (RGASPI. F. 17.Op. 3. D. 444. 
E3e) 


On May 15, 1924, a meeting of the STO USSR was held, at which the 
report of the Commission on the metal industry was discussed. STO 
approved the steam locomotive building program proposed by the 
Commission, and determined the amount of budgetary allocations for 
payment of these orders according to the NKPS estimate; adopted for 1923- 
24 an indicative production program for metalworking and ferrous 
metallurgy; the size of the budgetary allocations for the metal industry for 
this year was determined in the total amount of 32 million chervonny 
rubles. STO also approved an additional increase in bank credit for the 
metal industry for April-September 1924 in the amount of 10 million 
rubles, provided for by the decision of the military-industrial 
complex. (Khromov S.S. F.E. Dzerzhinsky at the head of the metal 
industry. M., 1966. S. 86.) 


16 This is a memorandum by F.E. Dzerzhinsky in the Politburo on May 
18, 1924 "On the work of the Commission on the metal industry, in 
accordance with the PB decree of March 20”. (RGASPI. F. 76. Op. 2. D. 
356. L. 92-98.) 


17 TSUMor - The Central Department of Maritime Transport was created 
in 1923 as part of the NKPS of the USSR to manage water transport. 


18 Sudotrest - State Shipbuilding Trust, a state association of shipbuilding 
enterprises, created in 1922 in the NKPS system. 
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19 September 10, 1924 STO accepted the version of the State Planning 
Commission and approved the shipbuilding program for 1924/25 in the 
amount of 10.5 million rubles. 


20 In connection with the preparations for an armed uprising in Germany 
in the fall of 1923, the Politburo adopted a number of decisions on all-round 
assistance to the German Communist Party, including "mobilizing the 
republic's combat forces” and expanding "work on the construction and 
repair of the navy.” (Politburo of the RCP (b) -VKP (b) and the Comintern. 
1919-1943. Documents. M., 2004. S. 167, 171.) 


21We are talking about the demands of the leadership of Ukraine to increase 
state subsidies for the metallurgical industry of this republic. The plenum 
of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of Ukraine, held on July 
7-9, 1924, adopted a resolution in which doubts were expressed about the 
decision of the Politburo of the Central Committee of the RCP (b) to support 
Leningrad industry, adopted the day before, on July 3. In the opinion of the 
Ukrainian Central Committee, this decree did not contribute to the correct 
solution of the question of the development of metallurgy. Secretary of the 
Central Committee of the Communist Party (Bolsheviks) of Ukraine 
E.I. Quiring sent this resolution with an accompanying letter to a number 
of members of the Politburo of the Central Committee of the RCP 
(b). Queering objected to the support of the Leningrad industry, which, in 
his opinion, was carried out at the expense of the metallurgy of 
Ukraine. The position of the Ukrainian leadership provoked objections from 
the chairman of the Supreme Economic Council F.E. Dzerzhinsky. He sent 
his note to the Central Committee of the RCP (b), in which he argued that 
no infringement of the interests of the metallurgy of Ukraine as a result of 
the decision to help Leningrad occurred. (Khromov S.S. F.E. Dzerzhinsky 
at the head of the metal industry. S. 113-123.) 


22 The resolution of the XIII Congress of the RCP (b) on the Central 
Committee's report said: “In the area of raising state industry, the most 
important task of the coming period is to raise metallurgy. After the deal 
with fuel has been secured, transport has been raised, and the monetary 
reform has been shifted, there is a queue for the metal. Establishing the 
production of means of production within the Union means creating a 
really solid foundation for a socialist economy and, to a large extent, freeing 
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oneself from the need to transfer large orders abroad. The Congress 
instructs the Central Committee to pay serious attention to this problem. 
” (Thirteenth Congress of the RCP (b). Verbatim report. M., 1963. S. 601- 
602.) 


23 This is the Central Committee of the Metalworkers’ Trade Union. 


24Due to high prices for metal and fuel, railroad transport was in short 
supply in the 1922-23 financial year. Rail tariffs were high, and wages for 
railroad workers were low compared to workers in other industries. A 
critical situation developed by the end of 1922 - the beginning of 1923, 
when the debt of the People’s Commissariat for Railways sharply 
increased. The state was forced to provide him with a_ large 
subsidy. (Khromov SS FE Dzerzhinsky at the head of the metal industry. 
P. 49.) On January 4, 1923, the Politburo made a decision: “In changing 
the decision of the Financial Committee, to approve an allocation for the 
wages of railway workers for January in the amount of 190 trillion 
rubles. and to pay off debts to railway workers - only 50 trillion rubles. To 
instruct the Financial Committee to enter accordingly into the emission 
plan for January 23. an increase of 40 trillion. ” (RGASPI. F. 17. Op. 3.D. 
328. L. 2.) 


On August 25 , 1924, the plenum of the Central Committee of the RCP (b) 
on the report of L.D. Trotsky, on the work of the Politburo commission on 
the army and budget, approved an estimate for the Military Department 
(NKVoenmore and GUVP) in the amount of 395 million rubles, and also 
made the following decision: “Instruct the Politburo to consider the 
possibility of 5 (five) million rubles allocated for shipbuilding according to 
the estimate the metal department of the Supreme Council of the National 
Economy, turn to military shipbuilding ... ".(RGASPI. F. 17. Op. 2.D. 
134. L. 4-4 rev.) 


On August 26, 1924, according to the report of the State Planning 
Commission, the following decision was made by the STO: “a) To recognize 
that the 5 (five) million rubles allocated by the SNK on August 13 for 
shipbuilding in 1924-25 must be fully used for the needs of the commercial 
fleet; b) Instruct the State Planning Committee to submit a specific plan for 
the distribution of these 5 (five) million rubles between departments and 
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economic agencies within a week. ” On September 4, 1924, this decision 
was approved by the Politburo (RGASPI. F. 17. Op. 3. D. 461. L. 4, 9). 


27 The North-West Industrial Bureau was created in 1921 to organize and 
manage the region's industry. It was located in Leningrad. 


28 Decision of the Politburo on the information report on the metal 
industry, September 12, 1924, see appendix 1. 
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Transcripts of the meetings of the Politburo of the Central 
Committee of the RCP B - October 26, 1925 


source: Transcripts of the meetings of the Politburo of the Central 
Committee of the RCP (b) -VKP (b) 1923-1938. Moscow. ROSSPEN. 
2007. Volume 1 1923-1926. P. 319-366 


Archive: RGASPI. F. 17. Op. 163. D. 529. L. 1-141 (uncorrected 
transcript); D. 530. L. 1-135 (transcript with copyright correction); D. 
533. L. 1-13 (verbatim report). 


October 26, 1925 1 


Chairman Kamenev. Let's start with the first question - "On specific 
measures in connection with the procurement campaign." Comrade 
Sheinman has the floor for the report. 


Sheinman. The members of the Politburo probably remember that 
the original plan of procurement was drawn up at 780 million 
poods. 2 This was the sum of the state and cooperative procurement, 
when we proceeded from a total harvest of 4 billion 200 million 
poods. Probably, comrades remember that then there was a dispute 
with the State Planning Committee, which calculated the gross 
harvest at 4 billion 700 million poods, but we agreed on the figure 
of marketable grain in the amount of 1 billion [100] 200 million 
poods. As you know, recently there have been changes in the 
weather, which delayed the harvesting of bread in many places, 
which, naturally, affected the quantity and quality of the harvest. 
Currently CSO, Gosplan, mine 3 and other institutions are finalizing 
the definition of the gross and marketable size of the crop. Work at 
the CSO and elsewhere is not over. In Vnutorg we define that 
[commodity] the gross part of the crop, thanks to these unfavorable 
conditions, decreased by 220, perhaps 250 million poods. In 
accordance with this, the procurement plan is to be changed. But the 
procurement plan does not change in such a direct dependence on 
the total harvest, because in those places where less grain is 
harvested, peasant consumption also decreases accordingly. 
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Therefore, a number of amendments are being made, and our data 
currently determine the state grain procurement at 680 million 
poods. for 100 million poods. less than we initially thought. This, of 
course, is still an assumption. This issue has not been resolved 
anywhere; these are our calculations. Moreover, we got this figure 
due to the fact that we introduce Siberia and the Urals as essential 
and active items. Harvesting in Siberia should increase, according to 
our assumptions, by 20 million poods. [20] 10 million poods. But at 
the same time, an even worsening situation is outlined in the 
Bashkortostan Republic and in Central Asia, where the size of the 
crop failure looms more than one could have assumed at first. But 
the rearrangement of the harvest figures is unevenly reflected in 
different crops, in different places the harvest of crops is different - 
some crops will be harvested less, others more than expected. If [I 
take] we take the main crops, then the harvesting of rye is affected - 
for 20 million poods. downward. Also, for wheat at 20 million 
poods. Decrease by the remaining 60 million poods. falls on other 
cultures. [The remaining 60 million poods. fall on other crops, which 
in turn are offset by a slightly increased yield of other crops.] 


The main difficulty is that both the original plan, [which cannot be 
called a tentative plan, that is,] and the assumptions that I now have, 
are calculated on the basis of balances. We assume that the 
peasantry will have so much free marketable grain and that it will 
have to throw this grain onto the market. These balance calculations, 
because we have no reserves, by which we could operate and 
manage makes its own amendments, the peasantry pricing policies 
and demand, and [this plan] now gives the market the bread rations 
4... It cannot be said that today there is a sign that the peasantry will 
not give the amount of grain that we expected, or there is a sign that 
the peasantry will give this amount of grain. [Plan for] The 
procurement of the first quarter gives 160 million poods. (in round 
numbers). 35 million poods. give the first half of October. Until 
January, if we go at the same pace as now, we will take [220 million 
poods. plus 160 million, ie] 380 million poods. In the second half of 
the year will remain, thus, according to my calculations. 300 million 


94 


poods. We take in this case about 60% of the annual [harvest] of the 
plan. 


Stalin. How long does it take? 


Sheinman. By January 1st. This is my minimum plan - if we go at the 
same pace as now. This will be approximately 60% of the 680 million 
poods figure. The main difficulty lies in the fact that the peasantry 
keeps us on rations and deprives us of the opportunity to operate on 
the demand market. Our initial summer supposition that the 
peasantry would sell their grain and receive Soviet money for grain 
was opposed by the peasantry. The peasantry sells its grain to the 
extent that it needs money, partly for financial needs: taxes, vodka, 
etc., partly to the extent that there are goods on the market. This 
circumstance can now be considered almost established. I have 
expressed these views on several occasions in recent times. Some 
comrades laughed ironically at me. I think that the last session of the 
All-Russian Central Executive Committee5 confirmed with absolute 
evidence these views. The peasants do not hide this, they say: we 
sell bread to the extent that we need it to receive certain funds, to 
satisfy our needs. We will not produce more than this amount of 
bread, because we are not sure that we will receive the goods 
subsequently at reasonable prices, i.e., that money will not fall in 
value. In other words, money has not yet become that universal 
commodity, in exchange for which any commodity can be obtained 
at a fixed price. 


The peasantry keeps us on rations. Under these conditions, going to 
the peasantry and trying to get grain under conditions of increased 
prices does not in any way solve the problem for us, because, since 
it turned out that the peasantry does not want to keep a lot of money, 
which it cannot immediately realize, the increased prices mean a 
decrease in the total amount of blanks. I will dwell on this issue in 
detail, because in some places, both in our press, and even within 
our apparatus, I encounter resistance. In some places, at least in the 
Ukraine, they want to explain the insufficient intensity of 
procurement by insufficiently high prices and reason that if we put 
up the price of grain, the peasantry will be lucky with grain. I am 
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convinced that this is not the point, but that the peasantry sells grain 
to the extent that it needs money. 


Stalin. And for 2 rubles. 50 kopecks will sell? 


Sheinman. He will sell, but, of course, not the 600 million poods that 
we need, since the money will depreciate. Since the peasantry does 
not sell all 600 million poods at once, at least two and a half, but sells 
every day, gradually, until the time when we collect not only 600 
million poods, but 300 million, the process will begin falling money. 
This is how I argue that the solution to this issue does not lie in the 
way of increasing prices. In recent months, the Labor and Defense 
Council has been quite active in not putting up with the increased 
prices, which we were forced to accept both by domestic demand 
and the fulfillment of our export obligations, and therefore the STO 
issued a directive to reduce prices and reduce them to the directive 
6. 


A decrease in our demand for bread in the absence of even the most 
insignificant reserves at our disposal could go exclusively along the 
line of reducing the export plan, since the exposure of the domestic 
market, the consumer market, further aggravated the discrepancy 
between our demand and peasant supply and aggravated in the 
worst forms, forms of demand consuming areas. Therefore, the 
service station adopted a number of measures, which in the field of 
procurement were reduced to the fact that the plan was reduced 7... 
Reducing the plan is of no small importance to us. Our procurement 
apparatus is bureaucratic, and as an apparatus that sits at the 
procurement sites and is cut off from sales markets, it is extremely 
oblique. He receives outfits in the form of a planned assignment and 
does not stop at anything in order, if, although not to complete the 
outfit completely, then as close as possible to its implementation. 
This circumstance makes organizations compete with each other, 
and competition is not reduced to the area of commercial 
competition, i.e., to the area of cheaper purchases and more 
expensive loss, to the purchase of better-quality bread, and 
competition is in the area of procurement, in the area of quantity, 
they all compete with each other, just to buy more grain, and all the 
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work comes down to the fact that the bread that the peasant brought 
to the bazaar is torn from each other, 


The first measure was a reduction in the plan and, in accordance 
with this, a reduction in lending. At the same time, it was stated that 
this plan is indicative, especially for the two main crops - rye and 
wheat. If these crops were supplied in larger quantities against the 
plan at reasonable prices, then all the grain that needs to be prepared 
would have been procured, and the funds for this would have been 
allocated. The next measure in this part is to reduce the export plan 
and organize the export of grain so that sales are adjusted to the 
progress of procurement, to the state of domestic prices, to the 
progress of shipment to ports, and not to be carried out 
mechanically only on the basis of a pre-established plan for the 
export of grain that is still in peasant barns. The rest of the activities 
are financial and organizational activities. Among them, mention 
should be made of the prohibition of state producers to buy bread 
from individuals and through individuals, because we have 
achieved a very harmful phenomenon in this direction, namely, the 
main procurers carried out most of their work through private 
intermediaries who have commission agreements with them. In the 
same way, it is envisaged that less funds should go to the peasantry 
from any other source. 


Some local authorities have issued such a regulation that when corn 
is contracted, the peasantry is paid the full value of the goods. If the 
peasantry receives all of it for the corn which it surrenders in 
February-March of the next year, then it will have no incentives to 
export food crops. At the same time, the bulk network of grain 
procurers has been significantly reduced, namely: from 1738 points 
it has been brought to 1270 points, i.e., the network has been reduced 
by 27%. I believe that this reduction is still far from sufficient, that 
our procurers have gone too far into the depths, our procurers are 
sticking out in the villages, they are waging a fierce war against 
cooperation, but the moment when the question should be raised of 
both the reduction of the procurers themselves, and of the reduction 
of their network has not yet arrived. 
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In particular, in relation to two regions, the Urals and Siberia, the 
STO gave me the right, following the example of last year, either to 
limit the number of procurers and to reduce the distribution 
network, or to create a syndicate of the main procurers. Measures of 
this kind should be coordinated by me with the regional executive 
committee and the revolutionary committee according to their 
affiliation. 


In the area of procurement prices, instructions were given to strive 
to reduce to the guideline prices, and in this part, these instructions 
gave a reduction in demand. I will not dwell on this in detail today. 
In any case, these measures gave known results. So, for example, out 
of 100 percent of the points that we observed, half of the points have 
stable prices; in a quarter there are venal ones with a slight 
downward trend. In the rest of the quarter, an increase is noticeable. 
It is necessary to clarify the question, what is the difference between 
the limit 8 and the guideline prices. The difference lies in the fact 
that the directive price also has commercial measures: a decrease 
and an increase in demand. [When at limit prices there is a decrease 
in prices, then the demand for goods decreases, but in the 
implementation of planning considerations ... * with well-known 
commercial measures.] (* So, in the document) At directive prices, 
the desire to reduce prices is accompanied by a decrease in demand. 
In addition, the directive price at its other end rests, in any case, 
must be based, with well-known commercial measures, on 
consumer prices. Now the demand for bread is significantly 
decreasing, the plan is being cut, etc. This is necessary in order to 
achieve the directive prices. Reducing the directive prices for other 
crops is necessary so that they can be exported abroad. 


I pass on to this main question. In my opinion, we in this part in 
most regions have now reached prices that, although they exceed 
the directive prices by 10-15%, are acceptable for the domestic 
market. There is one defect in the directive prices, which is that we 
equal them mainly to world prices. Meanwhile, with regard to crops 
such as rye, we can hardly equal [commercial] world prices. If we 
were equal to these prices, we would have to pay 50 kopecks for rye. 
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per pood, because the price that has been established on the world 
market for rye, barley and oats is transitional, temporary, and 
because this year not only the Balkan countries, but also Poland, 
Germany, etc., are involved in the export of these crops, and these 
prices are in no way linked to the agricultural economies of even 
these countries. I suppose we cannot take out a lot of rye, we can 
take out 20 million poods, and in the first half of the year there are 
about 13 million poods. Rye is the most basic consuming crop on the 
domestic market, especially among the peasantry, and the price, set 
at 1 ruble. 40 kopecks. for a pood of flour, is very acceptable for the 
domestic market, and therefore, when constructing directive prices, 
we are actually most forced at the present time to equalize with the 
domestic market. Due to our lack of reserves, we do not have that 
instrument of demand that can affect the peasant economy, and 
under these conditions we can give instructions to the regions so 
that they do not strive at all costs to bring prices to the directive, 
because these prices, even increased by 10-15% against the 
directives are quite acceptable for us. Lowering prices for rye will 
not give the increase in procurement, which is required to increase 
the export plan. 


With regard to the financing of grain procurements, measures have 
been taken so that money is barely available and issued in 
accordance with the progress of procurements and so that free 
money from procurers cannot influence the price increase. Special 
measures have been taken in the area of saturation of the domestic 
market. These measures boil down to the planned delivery to the 
consuming regions and to the establishment of sales prices there at 
an acceptable level for us. It should not be concluded from this that 
all is well in the consuming regions. This is not quite the case. We 
have relative prosperity in certain main points: in Leningrad, 
Ivanovo-Voznesensk, Tver, Moscow and Tula. Elsewhere, we have 
failed to supply and satisfy the market in the way we would like. 
But in the near future, if the blanks do not fall, we will achieve this. 
195 million poods were prepared for October 15. It could be 
considered, that with such procurements, the domestic market will 
not be satisfied. It should be taken into account that 60 million poods 
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of this amount need to be discarded, which were shipped for export, 
and thus the figure of 135 million poods remains, which seems to be 
used for the needs of the domestic market. But at the same time, it 
should be taken into account that by the beginning of the new 
campaign our main points were left without supplies with exposed 
mills and that at least 100 million poods. you need to fill these 
recycling channels and set the whole mechanism in motion. Until 
this process is completed, the blanks cannot enter the domestic 
market in full, but will get stuck in the commodity-producing and 
processing channels. At the same time, we observe that the demand 
for manufacturing jobs has increased significantly. If last year it was 
possible to give outfits and they were carried out, then this year the 
situation is much more difficult. First of all, the places require the 
satisfaction of their needs and even the formation of good stocks. 
Thus, of this amount, 195 million poods. a significant part is spent 
both on the consumption of the producing regions themselves and 
on the formation of reserves. 


Istarted my post by pointing out that all our calculations are balance 
calculations. In the field of finance, you can hardly think of anything 
other than what is invented. 


Agricultural tax will have to be levied rather harshly; loan also; the 
semssud is recovered; regarding vodka, we turned to face the 
village. At the moment, we cannot talk about a tax increase. The 
incentive for the export of grain by the peasantry lies in 
manufactured goods in two sections: one section - the quantity of 
goods, and the other - the price of goods. This is not only a matter of 
quantity, but also of price. If the price is as high as it is now, then the 
peasantry can do without certain commodities, since it is not 
profitable for them to sell grain at a cheap price, but to buy 
commodities at a high price. The situation with the supply of goods 
in our country is now relatively safe. The fact is that in the summer 
goods were not produced due to vacations, but in October the 
consignment of goods that was moved to the village was twice as 
large as the one that was moved in September. and the 
implementation of the plan became more organized. Now there is 
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no need to complain about the failure of the plan. I don’t know 
further how things will go. The same is the case with questions of 
prices. Attempts by the producing bodies and syndicates to violate 
the established prices and earn in excess of the norm are gradually 
getting rid of. The increase in the wholesale index by one and a half 
to two percent is explained by the fact that some trusts are not quite 
willing to obey not only us, but also the Supreme Council of the 
National Economy, conduct their own policy and do not follow 
instructions on the release of goods at fixed prices. The task of 
Moscow ends from the moment when the goods are released at the 
prices set by the government, and then the task of places begins. 
Further, we see predatory resale, desperate speculation and 
everything that contributes to the fact that the goods released from 
Moscow, in general, at relatively acceptable prices - of course, not 
equal to the pre-war prices, but, in any case, acceptable for the 
peasantry - reaches the peasantry at absolutely impossible prices. If 
you compare the selling and selling prices, you get a difference of 
100, and in some places, 200%. Moreover, we have here a far from 
desirable approach on the part of the authorities. Local people say: 
our cooperation is poor, why can't they make money on this 
business? Resale permits and private individuals are often 
observed. On our line, we gave an order, on the Soviet line, the last 
resolution of the STO puts responsibility for this entirely on the local 
executive committees, imposing this responsibility on them, it also 
gives them quite extensive rights for the delivery and distribution of 
goods in the regions9. But a cruel party directive is needed here. We 
do not have almost a single district, the best in the party relation, 
where no exceptions are made for this or that regional cooperative, 
for this or that regional internal organization. 


The issue of credit institutions stands apart. Here, in spite of the 
decision of the STO, the same orgy continues. All banks, starting 
with the State Bank, ending with the City and Industrial Bank - and 
the Moscow City Bank is protected by the Moscow Council, and I 
declare here with full responsibility that Comrade. Uglanov is 
sincerely upset when we interfere in the activities of the Moscow 
cooperation or the Moscow City Bank - they are engaged in 
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speculation. Why not cash in on credit transactions? With regard to 
the Moscow City Bank, we have cases of selling calico with an 
additional assortment in the form of cocoa, coffee, high-quality 
tobacco, etc. Whether Turkish tobacco is good, we have not figured 
out in this matter, but, in any case, the peasants cannot smoke high 
varieties of tobacco. 


Now I turn to the issue that needs a directive, namely, that strict 
regulation is needed not only in the economic but also in the 
administrative line. In relation to our cooperatives and the Moscow 
City Bank, so that they, together with the manufactory, do not throw 
away other assortments unacceptable for the peasants, economic 
regulation is not enough, administrative regulation is necessary. 


Molotov. Both. 


Sheinman.Regarding both, it is difficult for us to carry out, since we 
do not have goods, and those goods that we have, we must deliver 
to the places as soon as possible. Those comrades who are sitting in 
Moscow and in the localities should not be engaged in resale, and it 
is necessary that they understand the political significance of this 
issue, here it is impossible to confine ourselves only to the circulars 
of the Internship, you can always have time to execute the circular. 
They must understand that this cannot be done politically, and that 
they can only be approached by one administrative and political 
method, because economic regulation in relation to those who 
should not be engaged in this will not be enough. In the same way, 
economic regulation cannot be used to approach a tobacco syndicate 
that does not recognize regulation, which has embarked on the path 
of a private shop, saying that tobacco is sold for 30 kopecks. a sheet 
of smoking paper costs 5 kopecks to it. A carriage of makhorka costs 
so much, and two boxes of smoking paper cost so much to it. 


Rykov. A man smokes a newspaper, why does he need smoking 
paper. 


Sheinman. The peasant does not buy this paper, but the cooperative 
must buy it. 
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Rykov. It is necessary. 


Sheinman. They say it's an assortment. Something must be done 
here, or I am really mistaken that economic regulation does not 
apply to our people's commissariats and their subordinate bodies. 
Some other measures must be opposed here. The regulation in 
relation to our bodies, of course, must be administrative. 


Sokolnikov. But, unfortunately, it does not happen in an airless 
space. 


Sheinman. I am not saying that I will carry it out, but let everyone 
go along their own line. Comrade Sokolnikov says about the airless 
space that Sheinman will only regulate. No, let Comrade. 
Sokolnikov regulates banks, comrade. Pyatakov - industry, etc. 


In general, all the measures that have been outlined in recent years 
boil down to the fact that in the field of grain we are reducing 
demand, reducing, of course, to such an extent that, on the one hand, 
is acceptable for the peasantry, on the other hand, not lower than 
that. degree, which is caused by our objective situation. There are 
empty stomachs in a number of localities that are in high demand 
versus what we wanted. In the field of manufactured goods - greater 
rigidity and greater responsibility for local and state bodies. In 
general, I think that the situation is not so bad, because even if the 
plan is reduced, as we have outlined, from 780 million to 680 million 
poods, we will get a decrease in exports by about 70 million poods, 
as I believe that the 30 million decrease will fall on other graphs. We 
will have an absolute export plan of 310 million poods. 


Kamenev. With oilcakes? 


Sheinman. I say 310 million with oilcakes, and I reduce exports by 
70 million, and 30 million fall to the reserve fund and other funds. 
Still, in this case, the reserve fund will amount to about 70 million 
poods, and if we break the peasant, we can increase this fund even 
more, but it is still premature to talk about it. 


Rykov. The rains cannot spoil anything. 
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Sheinman. Here we are faced with new factors. Our grain 
procurement campaign has been dragging on for a whole year. This 
campaign will not last 6-7 months, as we expected, but 12 months. I 
remind you that we started the 1923 grain campaign around 
December 23, on the eve of Christmas the first contract was 
concluded, we were trading grain until July and even in August, so 
there is nothing particularly terrible here. Of course, we will have to 
slightly change many conclusions regarding the import plan. There 
is a strong stretch in the pace, which is reflected in the pace of our 
imports. 


Stalin. A few questions. 780 million poods. - the initial procurement 
plan. Now you assume 680 million poods. What percentage of this 
prospective harvest would you originally have had by January 1st? 


Sheinman. 70%. 
Stalin. Now are you thinking of achieving 60%? 
Sheinman. Yes, that's right. 


Stalin. Then you said in your report that prices in terms of exports 
and in terms of domestic consumption collide, you had to equalize 
at the expense of the domestic market. How was this reflected in the 
service station, what was the way out there? 


Reducing the overall plan from 780 million poods. up to 680 million 
poods., you referred that the calculation of the gross collection was 
incorrect. What were the factors here? Another question. Is it not 
known what the procurement was really equal to in the second 
decade of October? The first decade gave a figure that did not 
coincide with the plan. The second decade, apparently, also does not 
coincide, where did you get 90 million in October? Obviously there 
will be less? 


Sheinman. 70 million 


Molotov. The question of the roles of cooperation in grain 
procurement. 


Stalin. And one more question about a united front of procurers. 
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Molotov. What role has the cooperation played so far in grain 
procurement, and what is the further role of cooperation in this 
matter, how do you assess this role? And then, in terms of bringing 
industrial goods to the countryside, how do you think this case 
should be regulated? 


Rudzutak. At a meeting of the STO, Comrade Sokolnikov showed 
me a table according to which the fixed fixed agricultural tax was 
lowered in relation to the well-to-do part of the peasantry. The tablet 
that Comrade Sokolnikov showed me indicates that this year's tax 
will mainly fall on the poorest section than on the well-to-do section, 
and this percentage, even the absolute amount of tax paid by the 
well-to-do section, will be lower than last year. If we take into 
account that 14% of the peasants will throw 60% of the marketable 
grain on the market, is it not possible to take any measures here 
besides the general measures that Comrade Sheinman proposes? Is 
it possible to take measures in this direction in order to force this 
well-to-do part to be thrown away without affecting the entire mass 
of the peasantry? 


Sokolnikov. Of the 310 million poods, which you are planning to 
procure within a year using the reduced version, how much will be 
prepared by January 1? I am asking this about export bread. 


Tsyurupa. What considerations does Comrade Sheinman have on 
the following question: we have delayed the sale of bread abroad, at 
this time our competitors are placing their bread abroad where we 
should have placed, thus, the capacity of this market is decreasing. 
If his assumption that we will operate on the foreign market 
throughout the year is correct, then will we be able to accommodate 
those 310 million poods that we propose to collect for export? 
Perhaps Comrade Sheinman has some calculations. 


Sheinman.780 and 680 million. This is the answer to the first 
question. I am approaching from the point of view of gross 
collection, I say that this is a balance sheet figure, I estimate this 
figure in terms of gross collection. Of course, it is not a law for a 
peasant to throw 680 million or more bread on the market if he has 
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an incentive to do so. You need to know that there is a graph in our 
balance sheets: how much bread a man leaves on his farm. If he 
receives the goods he needs for bread, he can, of course, leave less 
bread on his farm. He will leave a smaller maneuverable fund if we 
give him the goods he needs. If we do not give him this product, 
then naturally he will leave a larger maneuverable fund. These 
figures are statistical balance figures, we proceed here from the 
amount that a man should leave approximately on his farm under 
current conditions. I want to remind you that when the SRT and 
Politburo adopted the figure of 780 million poods, I wrote a letter 
and said that it was 50-60 million poods. we are, perhaps, 
exaggerating this figure. But precisely on the basis that it is 
impossible to know how much grain each farm will keep, I did not 
consider it possible to argue, just as now I will not argue if you say 
that a peasant will give not 680 million poods, but 620 million This 
figure will depend on how much we produce, how much vodka, etc. 
A man is not obliged to sell bread. This is an indirect answer to the 
question of Comrade Rudzutaka. Just a well-to-do peasant cannot 
be forced to sell grain by any measures; he will find thousands of 
means and tricks to dodge it. The well-to-do part of the peasantry 
can be forced to give grain for tractors, for complicated villages cars. 
The scream comes from everywhere and mainly on the part of the 
well-to-do peasantry, who agree to sell their grain and pay 50% in 
cash for tractors, for complex agricultural production. machines, but 
simply, in vain, this part of the peasantry will not sell their grain. 
Since the question of agricultural activity has been raised. tax, then 
I often have to come up with this issue, in separate conversations 
with the peasants, with individual comrades, I explain so that our 
policy of postponing the deadlines is the correct policy, because if 
this were not the case, then if the harvest campaigns we would press 
on taxes and we would be in big trouble. But we would not have 
been able to squeeze the kulaks and the well-to-do, because they are 
very strong. For example, if our bodies at certain points lack several 
thousand rubles, they receive this money from the kulaks. 


Comrade Stalin's next question is how much we assumed with the 
plan of 780 million poods. prepare by January 1. 545 million (70%). 
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Now we assume 60%. 10% from 780 million poods. - this is 78 
million poods. of bread. Now I have taken exactly this minimum 
figure for half a year. 380 million poods, and I count October not 90 
million poods, as in the plan, but 70 million poods. I now consider 
this plan a realistic and to a certain extent, if you will, a minimal 
plan. In the first s.-kh. half a year we are supposed to take out 110 
million poods. instead of the expected 170 million poods, or 
something like that. 


The next question is the gap between the domestic and foreign 
markets in relation to some cultures. How was the question 
resolved? There were big battles, it is true, not with Comrade 
Sokolnikov, but with a certain collegium of defenders and advisers 
who worked under Comrade Kamenev. Can we carry out foreign 
exchange export, i.e., unprofitable export, or not? As if they agreed 
that we cannot carry out unprofitable exports, that, in any case, it is 
too early to raise the issue, because we are not talking about the sale 
of grain purchased at a fair domestic price, but at a price accepted 
outside. Despite the fact that you prove to the peasant that foreign 
exchange export is an unbearable thing, for me it is possible that we 
will do such a trick in relation to this or that particular culture that 
we will allow to export several tens of millions of poods of this or 
that culture, even at a loss. 


Voice. Bread product at what price does currency buy. 


Sheinman. At the price of 9 rubles. 50 kopecks but since Comrade 
Sokolnikov or someone else for these 9 rubles. 50 kopecks will buy 
cars or manufactures abroad, which cost 39 rubles in our country, 
then such an operation is permissible in exceptional cases. At the 
session of the All-Russian Central Executive Committee, this loss 
was discussed. For me and all those present, of course, it is clear that 
if the situation develops in such a way that it will be necessary to 
remove 30-40 million poods. this or that particular culture, we will 
do it. But we cannot give such a slogan, especially since it is not 
forced by the situation now. There is a well-known correction to this: 
Ukraine - on purpose, and in relation to some other regions it is 
necessary to give an explanation: do not strive at all costs to reach 
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world prices, because the domestic market can bear these prices by 
20 kopecks. above. In relation to rye, go to a man with a price of 50 
kopecks. for a pood we cannot. I forgot to say, 


Chairman. Show your tables. 


Sheinman * (* Along this paragraph there is AL Sheinman's note: 
“Talk with Kamenev.”). (Shows tables of domestic and world prices) 
** °* Tables were not saved.). Thick lines are guideline prices. The 
extreme top is overseas prices, sales prices overseas. The directive 
price has a line that should be in accordance with the foreign price, 
there is a small deviation, our directive prices are in general equal to 
foreign ones. Those lines and lines that are above the guideline price 
indicate the prices that we have. 


Amenev. Let me explain. Here is the guideline price, i.e., the one that 
we count [along all three lines: world price, world budget] 
acceptable, based on the world price and the replacement price for 
the peasantry; fair price from 1 rub. up to 1 rub. 10 kopecks Here is 
the world price. The difference between them is the difference in 
overhead costs. Here is the approximate breakeven price that we can 
pay the guy. The difference here is 56 kopecks. - this is 
transportation, transport, etc., etc. Here's what we wanted to pay off. 
With such a foreign price, we would be able to cover our costs and 
get some profit. If we paid the peasant at this price, then we could 
sell at this price without loss, but also without profit. But the real 
prices, they are higher than the directive and near the break-even, 
and in some places they exceed the break-even (Armavir). 


Sheinman. Question of Comrade Molotov. Has consumer 
cooperation justified itself in grain procurements? The Center has 
shown great caution in applying for the plan. Agricultural 
cooperation goes lower, since it is in a state of anarchist construction 
- itis everywhere and everywhere, but it is not there yet. Consumer 
cooperation is in a better position, because it has been working for 
many years, it has tightened up a bit, in addition, Tsentrsoyuz has 
imports, this organization is richer. 


108 


With regard to manufactured goods. Of course, no matter how 
much we scold the cooperation (and today we scold it too), on the 
one hand, it plays a major negative role in the implementation of all 
our plans, but, on the other hand, it also plays a positive role, since 
it works, despite what is cheaper than a private seller. But a greater 
order must be introduced into this matter. At the session of the All- 
Russian Central Executive Committee there was a unanimous cry 
that the private sector should not be provided with goods at all. The 
peasants demand that all goods be carried through the cooperatives. 


Question Comrade Tsurupa that the capacity of the European 
market is shrinking. Europe this year is poor, it does not buy in 
stock, it buys only for current needs. So, on the one hand, we have 
nothing to worry about. 


Voice. She has her harvest. 


Sheinman. No matter how much it has of its harvest, it does not 
export from surplus - it is purely foreign exchange export. Romania 
acted smarter. 


We entered this campaign with some difficulties. Of course, if there 
is an intelligent apparatus (I am not raising organizational issues 
now), we will overcome these difficulties. 


Chairman. Comrade Sokolnikov, would you like to answer the 
question? Since all questions rest on imports, I think it would be 
more rational to hear the report of Comrade Sokolnikov, then open 
a general debate on both reports. 


Comrade Sokolnikov, you have the floor for an answer. 


Sokolnikov. I understand the question comrade. Rudzutaka thus: if 
the surplus grain accumulates at the strongest part of the economy 
and if the tax is lightened for this part, then the tax pressure on this 
grain turned out to be minimized. According to the data reported 
from Ukraine, this is the case. I instructed to check this in some 
districts of the USSR. 


Voice. The poor got worse instead of relief. 
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Sokolnikov. I think that we are now discussing the issue not in this 
plane. If we discuss the issue of agricultural tax, we will also talk 
about this. Has the tax pressure on the top that holds the bread really 
decreased? I was sent a certificate from Ukraine. There this issue was 
discussed at a session of the All-Russian Central Executive 
Committee. The certificate concerns 6 districts: Sumy, Umansky, 
Belotserkovsky, Proskurovsky, Vinnitsa and Izyumsky. We are 
talking about the amount of tax that this year has been presented for 
payment. I take a group of farms with 4 heads of cattle: last year in 
the Sumy region 199 thousand rubles were presented for payment. 
tax, this year 59 thousand rubles. In the Uman district, farms with 4 
heads of cattle paid 66 thousand rubles last year. tax, this year - 33 
thousand, i.e., in that district (Sumy) there was a decrease by almost 
4 times, here by 2 times. [In the Belotserkovsky district last year, 4- 
head officials paid 34 thousand rubles, this year - 8 thousand. In the 
Proskurovsky district last year ... this year 59 thousand rubles.] In 
the Vinnitsa district last year - 142 thousand, this year - 40. In the 
Izyum district last year - 447 thousand, this year - 208. 


Voice. Does this give the big picture? 


Sokolnikov. Iam giving data by group. [The group with 3 heads of 
cattle (these data are taken by districts), this follows from the 
mechanism of the changes introduced by the agricultural tax.] For 
the group with 3 heads: in the Sumy district last year the tax was 
408, this year - 206. In Umansky last year - 612, this year - 320. In 
Belotserkovsky district last year - 872, this year - 462, etc. in all other 
districts. A group of farms without livestock: last year in the Sumy 
District, the tax for them was 196 thousand rubles, this year 197. In 
the Uman District last year 453, and this year 536. 


Tsyurupa. The situation distorts reality. 


Sokolnikov. Iam giving you the figures presented for tax payments. 
In the Proskurovsky district last year - 494, and this year - 482. In 
Vinnitsa last year - 208, this year - 182. In the Izyum district last year 
- 336, this year - 313. If you take the percentage of the sum tax paid 
for each district by different groups, then for all districts this year 
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we have such results that the group of farms without livestock and 
with one head of livestock pays more than last year. The 2-head 
group has stabilized, and the 3-4-head group pays less tax than last 
year. 


Voice. How about crops? 


Sokolnikov. I am not talking here about groups by crop area, I am 
talking about groups of farms by head of livestock. 


Voice. You need to get data on the sown area. 


Sokolnikov. This can be argued in another plane. I want to find out 
and check to what extent this phenomenon is general, since there is 
no doubt that farms with a large number of livestock are also farms 
with a large crop, and it can be concluded that they also have a 
greater amount of surplus. We can say that this way of doing things 
leads to the fact that our tax pressure is especially weak in relation 
to this group [and we would have to get close to them to get them 
to throw bread on the market]. 


Chairman. How are we going to continue our work? Will we hear 
the report on the plan and then will we hold a general debate? 


Rykov. Exports depend on procurements, procurements depend on 
exports, and the fight against commodity shortages depends on 
exports and imports. 


Voice. And the development of industry depends on imports. 


Rykov. You can discuss it separately, but you need to hear the 
second report to get a picture. 


Stalin. Everything is connected with each other. If we are talking 
about a procurement campaign, then what does the export have to 
do with it, it would be better to discuss the issue separately. 


Rykov. The amount of exported grain depends on our procurement 
bodies. 


Chairman. Comrade Sokolnikov, you have the floor. 
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Sokolnikov. Of course, the discussion of the procurement plan 
would benefit if it were separated and discussed separately, but here 
we must outline some measures and define our policy with regard 
to grain procurements. This can be done only if you approach from 
the point of view of procurements for the domestic market and grain 
procurements for export [in the sense of measures that need to be 
understood]. 


[ Rykov. It should be discussed separately, but for the party line to 
come together. ] 


Stalin. We will hear first comrade Sokolnikov, and we will divide 
the discussion of general issues (accepted). 


Sokolnikov. I present my report in the following way: first, I want to 
give a picture of those specific difficulties that arose at the end of the 
4th and the 1st quarter in connection with exports and imports; then 
provide an analysis of our currency position due to export-import 
difficulties and changes; then touch on the issues that arise from this 
provision and the necessary measures or at least the general 
direction in which to act. 


If we turn to the difficulties that we have now created in terms of 
exports, then I must say that the picture seems to me nevertheless 
less smooth than the one that seemed to have emerged from 
Comrade Sheinman. We had the following position: during the last 
quarter of last year, during July, August and September, a rather 
forced procurement program was carried out, including for export 
at a very high level of grain prices. Then, when it became clear that 
it was impossible to maintain such a high level of prices, we began 
to carry out a significant reduction in grain procurement and the 
export program in the current quarter. Since exports make up a 
significant amount in our export plan for the first quarter, this 
circumstance turned our export, and then our import plan, upside 
down. It was originally supposed that the export of bread during 
the first quarter will amount to 175 million rubles, but this amount 
is 175 million rubles. the plan was not included, and there figured 
155 million rubles. 
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Stalin. We are discussing the export-import plan, why isn't Comrade 
Krasin here now? 


Sokolnikov. I will report on the export-import plan in connection 
with our currency situation. The export-import plan is a sale and 
purchase in foreign currency, and therefore every export-import 
operation is a foreign exchange operation. I will not dwell 
specifically on assignments for groups of raw materials, 
manufactures, etc. The figure is 155 million rubles. was included in 
this plan, then the need to reduce this figure became clear. [Initially, 
it was planned to reduce the plan of receipts from grain exports in 
the first quarter to 100 million rubles.] But since this overturned the 
entire economy of the export-import plan and currency settlements, 
we in the service station and in the commission where this issue was 
discussed experienced very large fluctuations, we did not want to 
go to the figure that would have to be changed upward, and the 
Council Labor and Defense stopped at the figure of 110 million 
rubles. ten If my memory serves me correctly, vol. Krasin and 
Frumkin seemed to be proposing to stop at the figure of 90 million 
rubles. The progress of further procurements at a reduced-price 
level (and this is especially important because it should be borne in 
mind that in the 4th quarter of last year, procurements were sold at 
high prices, and the current price level was still far from being 
reduced enough) showed that the possibility of export has greatly 
decreased, and Eksportkhleb thinks that the actual proceeds from 
the export of bread will not exceed 60 million rubles. In the face of 
this statement, we had to reconsider our export-import plan and 
check the statements made by Exportkhleb. Reduction in the figure 
of foreign exchange earnings from grain exports by 60 million 
rubles. was based on the fact that, firstly, it is not known whether 
the grain concentration in the ports will be fully 100% fulfilled in the 
first quarter, and secondly, if the entire program is fulfilled, will all 
the bread be sold by January 1 and the currency received. Finally, 
during the preceding quarters, there were large makings for a large 
export program. Since the large export program begins to decline, 
we cannot take further advance payments for such a large program, 
and Eksportkhleb believed that it would be necessary to pay for the 
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operations performed from the amounts received in the 4th quarter. 
The commission that worked on behalf of the STO and which 
included all the interested departments - Narkomvneshtorg, 
Narkomvnutorg, NKZem, VSNKh, NKF - this commission still did 
not dare to reduce this amount of receipts from grain exports to 60 
million and took more a high sum of 75 million. No one in the 
commission defended a larger figure. This figure of 75 million for 
the export of bread is now included in our export plan. 


ll export receipts, foreign exchange receipts, should amount to 190 
million rubles. Thus, the initial assumptions were: [165] 155 million 
from grain exports and 115 million on all other items. Now instead 
of [150] 155 million in bread we have 75 million rubles. and 115 
million for other items. We examined the question of whether this 
figure of 115 million rubles will change, whether it is possible to 
increase the second part of our exports during the first quarter, and 
in the commission we came to such a conclusion, which I will 
continue to defend, that maybe [it is possible will receive a little 
more than 115 million rubles, although] will be on some items to 
increase exports. but. on the other hand, there are dubious items in 
the 115 million (I draw the attention of the Politburo to this, we have 
an increase in the price level not only for bread, but also for other 
export items, for which export becomes unprofitable, impossible). 
So, I repeat that the 115 million have dubious articles. Thus, the 
import-export, licensing and payment plans have had to be revised 
several times in recent weeks. We had several options. According to 
the original version, when it was assumed that the export of bread 
would give this maximum amount of 155 million rubles, it was 
supposed to issue licenses for 560 million rubles. The issuance of 
licenses determines the program of purchasing and ordering 
abroad. When it turned out that the export of grain would not give 
such results, then the licensing program was reduced to 524 million 
rubles. We tried to fight in such a way that instead of falling grain 
exports, we could tighten the use of credit, and we managed to raise 
the issuance of licenses to 552 million, but when it turned out that 
this was not feasible, we switched to the number of issuing licenses 
for 512 million rubles. Thus, against the original plan, we reduced 
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the license plan by 50 million. This means that the program of 
purchases abroad for raw materials, for semi-finished products, 
mainly for agricultural machines, and, to a certain extent, also for 
consumer goods, is changing. Moreover, this reduction is only the 
beginning of the reduction. The import-export plan for the first 
quarter is already in such a position that a number of steps have 
already been taken, and purchases have already begun. Even with 
unfavorable prospects for the export of grain, still [export and] 
import [will give several billion rubles, as we assumed, i.e., about 1 
billion for exports and 1 billion for imports, and] will be about 800 
million rubles per year. So, if we issue licenses within the limits of [ 
612] 512 million rubles, then within the framework of the annual 
plan it will be possible to cope, but the main reduction will fall on 
the following quarters: II, IT, IV. If grain exports are further reduced, 
then in the future we will face more significant obstacles. 


The conclusions are as follows. We already had to start revising the 
compiled production programs. The SRT was supposed to speak out 
in favor of reducing the programs for the import of cotton (which is 
partially offset by a better cotton harvest in our country than we 
expected). This has already led to the need to revise the program of 
the cotton industry. But the same will be true for a range of 
industries. [This question is being raised now, if there are no 
changes in the grain market in November-December, then we will 
have to significantly revise all the programs of economic 
deployment in our country during the year.] A licensing plan is not 
yet equal to a payment plan. If an institution is issued a license for a 
known amount, it has the right to place orders abroad, pay an 
advance payment and then calculate in the future. It will be 
important from the point of view of our calculations to find out how 
much we can pay during the first quarter. Here we have the 
following amounts: according to the first option of the service 
station commission, it was assumed that we could pay 192 million, 
now, according to the second option, we found out that we could 
only pay 142 million rubles, i.e., our payment resources decreased 
by 50 million rubles. Since export grain decreased by 80 million 
rubles, it follows that we compensated 30 million through the use of 
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loans, through the use of gold reserves, etc., but a decrease of 50 
million rubles. turned out to be completely inevitable. 


More about those imperfections that are present in all plans. Here 
you see a huge tension: licenses are issued for 500 million rubles, 
and we can pay 140 million rubles. This circumstance points to the 
risk, to any difficulties that we will have in this matter. There may 
be underestimation of terms, some discrepancy with our 
calculations. This always threatens that one day we will be 
presented with demands for large payments. In the same licensing 
plan, which I spoke about and which is set by the STO in the amount 
of 512 million, there are licenses that are issued during the I quarter 
and, on the other hand, this plan includes licenses that were issued 
in the IV quarter of the last financial year against I quarter of this 
year. Then, in the payment plan, in addition to those payments that 
we must make for orders made again, there are payments for the old 
obligations of the last year. It became clear that no one can say 
exactly how much we have to pay under the old obligations. 


An amount of 50 million rubles was named, but this amount is 
controversial. There were well-known loans, deferred payments, 
etc. on operations last year. No one kept an accurate record of these 
payments, which are due to us in the near future under the 
obligations of the last year. For new orders, we have to give certain 
makings, etc. And we do not know how much we will be charged 
under the old obligations; we cannot name this figure. [The data are 
with the NKVT and other bodies, which one day may come out and 
tell us that, they say, we need to pay such and such an amount. We 
do not have exact and more or less correct numbers in this part.] The 
NKVT should know this, which should monitor the state of its 
organs, the state of cash registers, payments, etc. No attention was 
paid to this, and this circumstance for the near future may vary 
significantly worsen our situation, because if the figure is 50 million 
rubles. we are reserved in this export-import plan, then, on the one 
hand, we reduce possible payments for new orders, and on the other 
hand, it may turn out that these 50 million rubles. will not be enough 
to pay last year's commitments. The matter may be complicated by 
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the fact that, perhaps, there are a number of economic bodies in 
relation to which the NKVT has some favor, leaving them more 
currency than other bodies. But we definitely cannot say this, we 
could not verify this, we have no instructions. STO instructed to 
clarify this issue. [This is all from this point of view, and these are 
just flowers.] However, even with these cuts, we are moving at a 
pace that may not be justified if it turns out that in November and 
December [will force us to reconsider our export and import plans] 
there will be no turning point grain procurements for the better. 


What did the changes I talk about boil down to in individual 
industries? The main thing is the following. For raw materials. Here 
I will report on the figures of two options for our commission: 
Option 1, which assumed that the export of grain could be kept by 
150 million, and Option 2, according to which this amount dropped 
to 70 million. 


Stalin. Is it before January 1? 


Sokolnikov. Yes, this is until January 1st, this refers to the quarterly 
plan. The question now is to revise the export-import annual plan. 
It should be revised, but this will have to be done when we have 
certain possibilities of final judgment regarding the possible 
prospects of the export plan. In this situation, which we are now in, 
I think we should pay attention to the following: we are already 
fulfilling this import plan for the current quarter to a large extent at 
the expense of loans, more or less short-term. We have no long-term 
loans. Short-term loans allow us to spin, but at the same time, we 
undoubtedly have elements of great difficulty in the future: either 
we, as we expect, will continue to always be able to renew these 
short-term loans, [or expand them,] or we will further align our 
currency position. If neither one happens, [or we will correct our 
currency position, or, if both happen] then at a certain moment we 
will be tied to a thread, ie., we will be placed in a certain 
dependence on the creditor, more or less heavy dependence. But, in 
any case, when we go for this policy of increasing short-term foreign 
loans, then, in order not to fall into completely fatal mistakes and a 
difficult situation, at the same time we must have countermeasures 
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to somewhat strengthen our currency position, to strengthen the 
reserve. It becomes absolutely necessary. If we go for foreign short- 
term loans and collect loans for 100 million rubles, then we must 
definitely increase our reserves by 25-30 million rubles so as not to 
be tied up and not find ourselves in a position where we will stand 
or face the prospect of complete bankruptcy, before stopping the 
delivery of goods to us, or before the need to seek the continuation 
of loans [normal time] on bonded terms. 


I must report that in terms of our monetary position, we have 
undoubtedly experienced a deterioration over the past six months, 
which I now think to report to you in all seriousness, because things 
cannot continue this way. Why did this deterioration in the currency 
situation happen? The reason is the poor harvest last year. This crop 
failure forced us to use our gold reserve, and we used 115 million 
rubles. gold. Compared to the old days, we are now at the minimum 
of our gold and other foreign exchange funds. The danger of the 
situation lies in the fact that, while the entire economic machine is 
on the rise, while in the monetary area we are making giant strides, 
since we have set in motion the development of credit within the 
country, we get a kind of "scissors", that is, ... gold foreign exchange 
reserves, which are a prerequisite for the stability of the monetary 
mechanism, are reduced. I could show how this affects the whole 
situation. This is not only about the formal provision of banknotes 
with gold. Last year we had to reduce our gold fund by about [775] 
10Q million rubles. Last year, as of October 1, the Treasury fund had 
155 million rubles, and now only 50 million rubles, i.e., reduction by 
105 million rubles. 


Stalin. Except for all coatings and provisions? 
Sokolnikov. Except for what is available in the State Bank. 


Of these, there is foreign currency 26 million rubles, which are in the 
accounts of the State Bank and are actually not available in cash. 
These are the obligations of the State Bank. 


Rudzutak. And what about 50 million, by which the fixed capital of 
the State Bank was increased? 
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Sokolnikov. This is our currency, which is in the current account 
with the State Bank. 


Voice. Do you calculate this as a decrease in our currency? 


Sokolnikov. Comrade Rudzutak, as People's Commissar of 
Railways, should know that we have a gold fund located in the State 
Bank, and there is the main fund of the state treasury, which, 
according to the resolution of the Politburo adopted at the beginning 
of 1922, can never be less than 150 million rubles. ... [But formally, 
we can say that this resolution is being respected, since there is 
another 150 million rubles. claims against various economic bodies, 
to which we gave gold, and received from them chervonets. I am 
not, of course, talking about the State Bank's gold fund.] We have 26 
million rubles. foreign currency in the State Bank, but if I told the 
bank - give these 26 million, he could not give them. Then we have 
10 million gold and 12 million platinum. Platinum is not an easy 
commodity right now. We have come here, as they say, to the 
handle. Everything that could be pledged, we pledged, we are 
pledging platinum in London, we are trying to pledge in America. 
It all boils down to 10-11 million gold. 


Voice. And Gokhran? 


Sokolnikov. We have been selling Gokhran funds for 5-6 years now, 
every year we pay several tens of millions of rubles abroad. [We 
have now realized the fund of valuables that we had.] Jewelry and 
stones have been used to a large extent, and now we no longer have 
liquid funds for valuables, which we had two or three years ago. 
There are trifles left in Gokhran, things that we sell to the domestic 
market through stores. 


Therefore, our calculation should be such that, strictly speaking, the 
Treasury fund, with the exception of the State Bank's resources, has 
10-11 million rubles. gold plus 12 million rubles. platinum. 


Concerning the resources of the State Bank. As of October 1, last 
year, its gold resources in round numbers amounted to 240 million 
rubles, now they amount to 263 million rubles. Thus, the gold 
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provision of the State Bank for the year increased by 23 million 
rubles. This, of course, cannot be compared with the increase in 
money circulation, paper circulation within the country, where 
during this time we have issued hundreds of millions of rubles in 
paper, not backed to an appropriate extent by gold. What does the 
State Bank have abroad for its payments? All his accounts and cash 
abroad now amount to 19 million rubles. In addition, from this gold 
fund of 263 million rubles, 41 million rubles. laid abroad. [If we 
compare the situation last year and this year, it turns out that 
formally the gold fund has increased, but gold is sent abroad in large 
quantities, because going abroad gold in order to be there] Selling 
gold abroad would be to show a formal decrease in the gold reserve. 
Since we do not want this, we resort to some veiled shading, we lay 
the gold in London, in Berlin and now we assume in Vienna. 


What is the situation with foreign exchange resources? We return 
like a squirrel in a wheel, on the one hand, there is a decrease in our 
gold reserves as a whole, on the other hand, an increase in any 
obligations that we take abroad. If things continue like this, we will 
face the danger of a serious order. What were we calculating for? 
We had a calculation that this year's harvest will improve last year's 
business. The whole difficulty of the situation lies in the fact that 
now this amendment turns out to be much more complicated, 
because if, in fact, grain exports this year more or less in a significant 
amount falls, then we will not be able to carry out an improvement 
program in the course of this year. currency situation and, with the 
accelerating pace of our entire money circulation machine, we will 
find ourselves in a difficult situation. [The currency plan of 1925/26 
in the certificate distributed to the members of the Politburo is given 
with a significant arithmetic error. We have 220 million rubles for 
the asset. This is an export-import plan, a currency plan. The error 
is this: there are two numbers, 220 and 270, and 370 is printed. This 
is on the second page, next to Kamenev's signature. ] 


How do we calculate the currency plan for 1925/26? In the table in 
front of you, you see: 35 million rubles, not trade transfers (these are 
transfers that come from America in dollars from wealthy relatives); 
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new bank loans - 45 million rubles, new trade loans (increase in the 
balance by the end of the year) 60 million rubles; expenses of 
foreigners coming to the USSR, 5 million rubles. 


Stalin. Is it not a little, is it well calculated? 


Sokolnikov. This figure is approximate: more will be allowed in - 
more money will be brought in. 


Concession, license, and other payments 15 million rubles, purchase 
of gold and platinum 60 million rubles. Total RUB 220 million 
foreign exchange earnings. On the liability, a program was drawn 
up that was supposed to ensure a firmer currency position. Issue 
provision needs to be increased by 100 million rubles. money 
circulation is growing - from October 1925 to October 1926 it will 
grow by about half a billion rubles. Partially treasury bills (small 
denomination) will be issued, and therefore we are limited to 
increasing the gold collateral by only 100 million rubles. The 
increase in the free resources of the State Bank abroad - 20 million 
rubles, this is cash. Restoration of the gold fund of the Treasury 
(return to the Treasury of gold that was spent on the import of grain) 
- 100 million rubles, administrative expenses for the currency list - 
20 million rubles. This figure is perhaps an understatement. 


Stalin. Is not it too much? 


Sokolnikov. These are business trips, sending sales representatives. 
[The figure for administrative costs may be higher.] This figure was 
determined on the basis of experience. 


[Payment for trade, payment for contraband. I, of course, do not 
mean that we will pay the smugglers, this is an extradition for the 
fight against smuggling and for competition with them.] 20 million 
rubles. - payment for non-trading operations. - regulation of the 
internal foreign exchange market, etc. So, the total expense is 270 
million rubles. Passive balance 11 - 50 million. These 50 million 
rubles. must be covered by the foreign trade surplus. As you can see, 
this calculation is being constructed very carefully in the sense that 
it leads to the requirement that by the end of the year we have a 
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surplus of only 50 million rubles. The weak side in this case is that 
we have 100 million rubles if there is a calculation for receipts from 
a foreign loan. If we cannot get 50 million rubles, then the minimum 
currency plan is violated. 


Now let me say a few words about how this currency situation 
relates to the general economic situation. First, if we had to spend 
115 million rubles last year. to export grain, [but this does not mean 
that we had to spend our gold resources. With this, we wanted to 
prepare ourselves at the expense of foreign currency (inaudible), 
direct it either to the purchase of raw materials abroad, or to the 
import of consumer goods, or to equipment, but somehow spend it 
in such a way as to soften the course that was last autumn. What 
were the results?] this also had the result that we do not have the 
means to prepare for the autumn campaign through imports. We 
did not have the opportunity to speed up production in a timely 
manner and received an aggravation of the commodity shortage, 
and this is an increase in the level of prices within the country. [Of 
this reduction in our gold reserves, a little must be spent on the 
purchase of bread. Bread prices remained high. With regard to 
industry prices, they are rising. If there was a loan on favorable 
terms, we could fight against a commodity shortage with imports, 
and since this is not the case, the fact of a commodity shortage 
should be regarded differently.] However, it is one thing to have a 
commodity shortage under conditions of a lean year; it is another 
thing to have a harvest, when 1 billion poods, 800-700 million poods, 
there is grain. Therefore, I must say bluntly here that I regard the 
situation that has now been created as a situation that is already, 
undoubtedly, a step towards the possibility of some inflation. There 
is already a foreword to inflation 12. [Now the whole point is to open 
the doors further, so that, no doubt, to roll further along this path. 
Where the element will pull us in different directions, it is already 
clear.] Now there is still no such situation that now we have to say 
that we have already had a crisis, catastrophe, collapse and so on, 
we already feel more stable in all sectors. If earlier we were given a 
fist on our side and we fell to the ground, now we step over a little 
and stand in such cases in a slightly inclined position, but that we 
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are standing in a somewhat inclined position is clear to me. What 
will happen next during the year - it largely depends on the 
situation, which is beyond our will, i.e., on the deployment of the 
grain campaign, how it will proceed in early November, how it will 
proceed in December, on the one hand, and on the other hand, much 
depends on our own policy. What are the indicators of 
deterioration? I believe that the indicators are, first, our current level 
of grain prices. [Among other things, it is the first indicator] If there 
is such a high level of prices in such a basic industry that works for 
export as bread, if we cannot overcome it, then this will mean a 
slight decrease in the purchasing power of money. Maybe more or 
less long, more, or less short, but dangerous, no doubt about it. 
Hence what is the conclusion? This depreciation of money in 
relation to grain threatens us with higher prices for other 
agricultural products. If we take oil, we have the same phenomenon. 
On the sunflower line, we have now found ourselves in a situation 
where we cannot export sunflower oil, since prices on the domestic 
market have jumped so that sunflower oil becomes unprofitable for 
export to foreign markets. In the commission, we fought over 
sunflower oil. When in Moscow sunflower oil rose by 75% in one 
week and can jump even more, then it becomes unprofitable for 
export. If our exports, in fact, begin to decline in this way, then our 
situation will continue to deteriorate and deteriorate, and we will 
have to further reduce our import opportunities. There is nothing 
funny in such a perspective, and here the most decisive, fierce 
struggle to lower the price level is needed, agricultural. primarily. 
With industrial prices we have found ourselves in a situation where 
a commodity shortage is the result of high grain prices, one thing 
gives rise to another. Since in the spring of this year, small or large 
holders of bread dictated usurious prices for bread, since these 
prices were kept and are still very high, this results in an increase in 
the amount of money in the hands of those who hold the bread, and 
an increased demand from them goes, puts pressure on the market 
and sets higher retail prices for manufactured goods. I do not quite 
agree with what Comrade Sheinman said about the administrative 
impact on prices. At a certain level, the contradiction between the 
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market position and administrative measures begins to paralyze 
administrative regulation measures, and if Comrade. Sheinman says 
- I want to regulate administratively, I take such and such measures 
and so on, but they do not obey me, that, in particular, the Moscow 
City Bank finds protection in the person of Comrade Uglanov, - this 
proves that the market is beginning to disrupt administrative 
regulation, putting a limit on it. Here it is necessary to treat the 
matter at the root. 


It was said here that we can easily get out of this difficulty in sucha 
way as to take it out at a loss. This is the main question we must ask 
ourselves. If we, in fact, went to such a policy, if we went to export 
at a loss, while maintaining a high level of prices within the country, 
then we would hopelessly get stuck and ruin everything, because 
it’s not a loss: we are a loss we can pay, we in some cases carried out 
such a policy, for example, we exported rails for V.-K. yellow dor. * 
(* Apparently, this refers to the Chinese Eastern Railway - the Sino- 
Eastern Railway.) at a loss to keep the order, [but we said that this 
system is only suitable for industry] we did this in relation to coal to 
help development of coal exports. [our industry, we can take such 
measures] but can we propose this measure for bread? No. It means 
ruining yourself hopelessly. The point is not that we will pay a 
certain amount from the treasury, but maintaining and securing 
such a high level of prices for bread inside the country means 
strengthening the commodity shortage, and the consolidation of the 
commodity shortage is consolidating the process of price increases, 
wage increases, etc. ... [Unfortunately, I cannot procrastinate and 
talk about the activities that we will have to carry out during this 
year, I do not dare to claim that I can offer any program developed 
to the end.] I I think that one thing should be clear: with regard to 
the prices of grain and other agricultural products, we will have to 
take an absolutely firm line in the sense of the need to lower the 
market level of prices. We must speak out completely openly on this 
issue both on behalf of the Soviet and on behalf of the Party organs 
because high prices are largely supported by the spontaneous 
speculation of the peasantry, which is holding back grain in the hope 
of higher prices. They are holding back the grain of the farms that 
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do not need to sell it immediately. The easier it is for us to get it, the 
less you support the illusion that high prices for bread will be 
provided in April or May. The more decisive you are and the harder 
you take the line, the easier it will be. Secondly, I think [If we now 
took the path that we expose such a plan of blanks that is as close as 
possible to the old plan, etc., it would be the best. But nothing can 
be done, you need to put up a small plan.] The main thing is not how 
much grain we procure; the main thing is to lower the prices of 
grain. The amount of bread required for current consumption has 
been provided for us even under the present unfavorable 
conditions. But you have seen very well how, when we put forward 
a huge plan, what happens, how a race begins between grain 
procurers, how fierce competition between procurers develops on 
this basis, and how prices start to jump. The lowering of the plan is 
the beginning of reducing this ridiculous competition. A reduction 
in this competition is the beginning of a decline in prices. We must 
absolutely condemn, finally reject those procurement methods that 
have been proposed and are being carried out this year. These 
methods of making bread have led to a very difficult situation for 
us. There can be no dictatorship of the trade plan, no return to the 
NKProd policy, you cannot make a firm plan regardless of what the 
market situation is. We found ourselves in the current difficult 
situation because we drew up a firm plan, forced the State Bank in 
an unacceptable, from the point of view of a correct credit and 
currency policy, to throw on the market tens of millions of extra 
rubles for grain procurement, had colossal competition from our 
grain procurement authorities. All these circumstances have led to 
the fact that we have lost control over grain prices. After all this, we 
have the most difficult situation from which we must get out, in 
particular, with regard to grain procurements, by a decisive 
rejection of the method of a firm plan. We need to provide ourselves 
with the ability to maneuver. I think that this is, should be, not about 
defects in the grain procurement campaign, but about what we owe 
for ourselves, given the minimum amount of reserves, [But this is 
already adjacent to other questions, so I will end here.] 


Chairman. Are there any people willing to speak on this issue? 
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Krasin. I asked to speak, but, unfortunately, I was not present at the 
lectures. 


Rykov. We agreed that we would hear the question of the grain 
market, the grain procurement campaign and _ additional 
information about the connection with the foreign market, and that 
we would discuss both issues separately: how, how much and 
where, under what conditions grain was procured, and after that we 
would discuss the issue of imported -export plan and settlement 
balances. 


Stalin * (* The stenographer's note in the transcript is: "T. Stalin 
spoke very quietly, spoke to the other side of the stenographer and 
walked all the time, why almost nothing was heard."). There are two 
groups of critical issues here, namely, we need to discuss the issue 
of procurement and then the issue of the export-import-currency 
plan. These are very complex and very important questions. If we 
discuss these questions thoroughly, then [the first question will take 
us an hour and a half] it will not be possible to exhaust them at one 
meeting. I think, therefore, that we should focus our attention on 
one, on the first issue, [I think that we should discuss the first group 
of issues.] And postpone the discussion of another issue to the next 
meeting. 


If we accept this order of discussion, then let me take the floor on 
the first question. 


[ Kamenev. Yes.] 
Chairman. Comrade Stalin has the floor. 


Stalin * (* In the transcript with the copyright correction, the text of 
IV Stalin's speech was amended, probably, by A.N. Poskrebyshev. 
The text of the speech with the copyright correction was preserved 
in Stalin's personal fund. (RGASPI. F. 558, Op. 11. D. 1105. L. 69- 
76.)). Listening to Comrade Sheinman's report or reading Krasin’s 
messages, one might get the impression that we have a great 
confusion with the prices of bread and a great confusion for 
agricultural products. Here we have a big jump, a big rise in prices 
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for these products (hereinafter the stenographer's remark: the whole 
phrase was not heard.) Asked to go in this question] Vneshtorg or 
Comrade Kamenev, you can get the impression that we are present 
under the action of geological factors that do not depend on our will. 
It turns out that this is not about the shortcomings of our bodies, but 
about geological layers that are outside our power and will, outside 
the power of these bodies. The rise in the price of bread, the 
reduction in procurements, etc. — all this, it turns out, is a field of 
geology, not economic regulation. This is, of course, not true. 
Therefore, I will turn to the question of those factors in the action of 
which we participate and on the course of which we can, one way 
or another, influence, influence. 


I think that our mistakes or our miscalculations in this area, in the 
area of blanks, manifested themselves along three lines. 


The first line is that our export plan was too inflated, and in this 
regard, our procurement plan for January 1, for the first quarter - 
this plan was also excessively inflated. Draw up a plan so that we 
can 70% of 780 million poods. preparations for the year, 70% of this 
plan to finish in the I quarter, ie., by January 1926, this means 
unreasonably inflating our possibilities and not reckoning with 
difficulties. The plan was taken too high: to try 70% of the annual 
plan of 780 million poods. to prepare for the first quarter - this means 
creating all the preconditions for the inflation of bread prices for this 
quarter. Accordingly, a plan for procurement work and sales abroad 
was built, i.e., also exaggerated, and bloated. What is the situation 
here? And such that the peasant was completely crazy when they 
began to press on him with the demand for an unreasonably large 
amount of bread, he took it all into account and began to break 
down, broke high prices. Thanks to this, the prices for bread began 
to rise, these prices began to jump up. A situation arose that some 
procurement bodies began to run in front of each other, raise the 
prices of bread in order to seize more grain and justify the sales 
already made. [There are too many sales, and the plan is too hyped. 
The existing situation, the structure of the peasant economy, etc., 
were not taken into account. Made up a bloated plan. This 
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exaggerated procurement plan - to collect 70% in the first quarter - 
led to the fact that competition between state procurers was revealed 
and prices jumped terribly. This is perfectly clear. This is the first 
line of our shortcomings, which led to an exorbitant inflation of 
prices for agricultural products.] As a result, prices jumped so high 
that it became unprofitable to work for exporting grain, 
procurements decreased, and the cities were threatened with lack of 
grain. And what about a united front of procurers? He was gone. It 
was replaced by covert and overt competition between them. 


The second line of shortcomings. There was no maneuvering in the 
regions by the procurement organizations and by the center, which 
was in charge of this campaign. They threw all the means and the 
apparatus into two regions - the North Caucasus and Ukraine, 
forgetting about the Volga region and Siberia. I understand that it is 
easier to deal with the regions adjacent to the Black Sea, but 
forgetting completely about two large regions, the Volga region and 
Siberia - this could not be done. It was necessary to throw funds 
there, it was necessary to maneuver. Since you worked in two 
regions - in the North Caucasus and Ukraine, you definitely should 
have done something in relation to the Volga region and Siberia, 
where prices were lower. There was no such maneuvering in the 
regions. This also increased the severity of our pressure on the North 
Caucasus and Ukraine, and this overload led to an even greater 
increase in prices in the Black Sea region. 


The third line of our shortcomings, which also led to price inflation, 
is that prices in the domestic and foreign markets, and hence the 
interests of the foreign and domestic markets, were not coordinated. 
Vneshtorg tried to export grain with might and main, regardless of 
the consequences on the domestic market. The intensified export of 
agricultural products led to price inflation on the domestic market. 
Oil, for example, is more expensive here than abroad. Vneshtorg 
was cut off [from domestic trade. The fact that NK Vneshtorg pulled 
its own way and spat on the domestic market led to the fact that 
prices inside inflated and export opportunities were reduced, which 
caused the Vneshtorg Commissar to suffer] from Vnutriorg, exports 
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from the domestic market. As a result, both the interests of 
Vneshtorg and the interests of Vneshtorg suffered. 


These are, in my impression, the three main lines of shortcomings 
along which our work on procurements proceeded and which led to 
the fact that prices jumped high, while procurements and exports 
decreased. 


What to do? We must get rid of these shortcomings. It is necessary 
to draw up a real, not a bloated plan of procurement, corresponding 
to our capabilities, and take all measures to force the peasant to 
throw bread on the market. I heard out of my ears that a number of 
events have been scheduled by the service station that can force a 
man to throw bread on the market. It is necessary [to move the 
vodka to the peasant so that he can spend more money, to take bread 
to the market, to get money for vodka. Move the time frame for 
obtaining agricultural. the tax is closer to press on the peasant, then 
to collect the tax, etc. All these events and a number of other events, 
which I will not dwell on, because I am not well informed, should 
force the guy to throw the bread into the market. But the most 
important thing is that you need to get rid of shortcomings along 
three lines] to discuss these measures and, upon approval, to carry 
out, it does not matter whether it is a question of the timing of 
collection of the agricultural tax, or of the collection of insurance 
premiums and contributions for the semester. It is necessary to 
connect the internal and external markets, Vneshtorg and Vnutriorg, 
stronger, so that the price policy on the domestic market does not 
overturn the interests of exports and vice versa, so that measures are 
found that, without inflating foam inside, would not undermine the 
possibility of developing exports. Then, it is time to establish a 
united front of procurers for our regulatory bodies, to keep a course 
firmly on the destruction of competition between grain procurers. [ 
A number of procurement workers argue that if we do everything 
for this (further ...) resolution, we should pay attention to this. 
Obviously, we had some kind of organic defects. Then maneuvering 
through the areas.] Finally, it is time to take measures against the 
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bacchanalia of raising retail prices for manufactory by our trading 
bodies and cooperatives. 


Here's everything I caught and what I can offer. 


Then, a particular question about Comrade Sokolnikov, about the 
fact that in our country the agricultural tax is not an income tax and 
that therefore the burden of agricultural the tax fell mainly on the 
poor. I think that Comrade Sokolnikov is not accurate here, or 
rather, wrong. First, there is a Politburo decree that the lower strata 
of the peasantry are completely exempt from tax 13. There is a 
resolution on this not only on the party line, but also on the Soviet 
line. If this is not done, then it is not the center that is to blame, but 
the practice of the NKF bodies. I think this practice should be 
tailored to our policies. The other day I handed out to members of 
the Politburo some materials about how the NKFin of the RSFSR, 
Comrade Milyutin, quite rightly decided to exempt from petty 
agricultural fees. tax on small peasants, from fees [above] below the 
ruble, and how Comrade Sokolnikov later canceled this correct 
decision. Why did he overturn this right decision, taking into 
account the interests of the poor? The Central Committee has a 
protest from 15 provincial committees demanding the abolition of 
these petty fees, amounting to only about 300 thousand rubles, and 
not even covering the costs of their collection. Comrade Sokolnikov, 
since he spoke about the poor peasants, should know that [ it is not 
the Politburo, which made such a decision, and not the Soviet bodies 
that followed this line, but the NKFin, which introduced a practice 
that does not correspond to the established policy, is to blame for 
this] the tax policy of the center takes into account the interests of 
the poor. And if this policy is not always carried out, then the 
practice of the NKFin bodies is to blame, which does not always 
correspond to the established policy. [I would like to note one more 
side of the matter, this side of the matter rests on the report of 
Comrade Sokolnikov and concerns Comrade. Krasin. Quite 
correctly, that there are no plans - neither procurement nor export 
should be drawn up without strict consideration of our export- 
import balance. It is often said that the business is going great, the 
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export one is billion and so on. But we must take into account ... 
First, as exports expand, we become more vulnerable ... 200 million 
in flax, we can delay fluctuations for 2-3 months, and then all our 
plans will fly upside down. That is why I think that no procurement, 
export plan can be considered realistic, given our methods of trade. 
The more export and import works, the more vulnerable we 
become. I also know that it is necessary to take into account the fact 
that our last year's balance was passive. The balance must be cost 
effective. It didn't work, we imported too much bread. It is in this 
area that we must take a course towards absolute rigor, otherwise 
Comrade Sokolnikov is right when he says that the currency can 
jump down, and this is a big danger, because we are not capitalists, 
but uniting states. If a financial crisis begins, it is not only a financial 
crisis, if it is a commercial crisis, it is not only a commercial crisis if 
an industrial crisis is again not so simple. Here we are not dealing 
with a private trader, but with the government. The trade, financial 
crisis is a general crisis. Absolute care, flexibility, the proportionality 
of those parts of the plan with the general plan is absolutely 
necessary. ] 


Two more comments. We often say that export-import is increasing, 
and we are doing great in this respect. This is not entirely true. It 
must be borne in mind that the more we export, the more we become 
dependent on foreign capitalists, the more vulnerable our economy 
becomes to attacks from outside. It is enough, for example, for 100 
or 200 million to boycott us the export of, say, timber, flax, grain - 
and this is easy for them to do - for our economic plans to become 
unusable and require their revision. Therefore, we need special 
flexibility and discretion in foreign trade, and we must always 
reserve ourselves a significant reserve to insure ourselves against 
surprises. This disadvantage in our growing exports must always be 
in front of our eyes. 


The second point concerns our trade balance. By the decision of the 
XIII Party Congress, we had to have for 1924-1925. trade surplus 14. 
In fact, we ended up with a passive balance, which could not but 
negatively affect our settlement balance and the fate of our 
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chervonets. We were forced to import a lot of grain due to crop 
failure, and the balance turned out to be passive. But not only this 
explains the passive balance. Our regulators had a miscalculation 
here. Now we havea harvest, and we must, we must, in view of this, 
set a course for an active balance. We must correct the 
miscalculation. Otherwise, we risk a financial crisis. In this area, our 
regulators must set a course for absolute rigor, otherwise the 
currency could jump down and we face great danger. 


This circumstance must also be taken into account by our regulators 
if they want to make plans correctly. 


Chairman. Comrade has the floor. Krasin. 


Krasin. Two words about the People's Commissariat for Foreign 
Trade: if you do not trust, they beat you, if you turn over, they beat 
you. If you sell little of goods abroad and export surpluses remain 
in ports, unsold, you are scolded for keeping unsold goods if you 
sell ahead, as, for example, this year we sold wheat and a number of 
crops, they say you are pursuing a risky policy ... I note that NKVT 
made all purchases and sales under direct pressure from higher 
authorities, in particular, the STO and the Politburo demanded sales 
from us due to currency difficulties. I, in particular, was against the 
conclusion of a barley agreement with Dreyfus 15, because I 
considered it unprofitable. We were forced to do it because we 
needed money at the time. 


Voice. Have you been on the commission? 


Krasin. I was not a member of the commission. I've been abroad 16. 
Comrade Frumkin was here, and on his part statements were made 
four times during August and September 17: he objected to the 
accepted grain export plan. In October I'll have three times raised 
the question of the revision of the export plan to decrease, and also 
the reduction of foreign exchange earnings, which are expected of 
us 18. They tell us: we won't give you bread, because procurement 
is unacceptable and may lead to higher prices, but still give the 
currency completely, because it was decided in August. 
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Voice. This is not true. 


Krasin. First they demanded 150 million, then they reduced it to 115 
million. Under extreme stress, we could have given 60 million in the 
first quarter, but despite all our arguments, we were assigned 75 
million. I would suggest that Comrade Stalin's proposal be fixed. 
The export program really needs to be revised, it is necessary to 
revise both the program and foreign exchange earnings. I have the 
impression that in the area of export we have far from used 
everything we could. Not used due to the definitely defeatist line, 
which is being conducted in this area by NKVnutorg. It boils down 
to the fact that not only can I not export, but that I simply do not 
want to export. Narkomvnutorg simply neglects export. 


We are told: let NKVneshtorg get the money as it wants. Others say: 
we will get a loan. What does a loan mean? Even under good 
conditions, we have to pay after a certain number of months. Our 
main difficulty is that the import plan for 1 billion is already a 
reality, we have begun to implement it. If you say that the export 
business is hopeless, I propose to discuss how you mean to pay for 
the import plan. Perhaps Comrade Sokolnikov has such a purse that 
can withstand? 


Voice. Only a reduction in the import plan. 


rasin. Yes, then hurry up to reduce imports because purchases are 
already underway. Once you gave us the import program, we 
execute it extremely quickly, and every day of delay leads to the fact 
that we issue promissory notes worth millions of rubles, which will 
need to be paid. The revision of the export and foreign exchange 
plan, as well as the import plan, must be put on full scale and in all 
seriousness. Meanwhile, what do we get? It turns out that our 
procurement program at each meeting of the Bread Committee 19 
cut further and further, while foreign exchange requirements for 
Vneshtorg remain unchanged. The procurement figure, put forward 
for November, was 86 million poods. At a meeting of NKVnutorg, 
it was decided to lower this figure to 82 million poods, but after a 
brief exchange of views, the Bread Committee decided to reduce this 
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figure and reduce the procurement plan in November to 70 million 
poods. From 86 million poods. at one meeting, they were first 
reduced to 82, and then immediately to 70 million poods. [ It turns 
out that we are going further with cuts in terms of exports, and thus, 
in terms of the department of exports and its execution, we are 
dealing with a sort of happy socialist country, which itself 
dominates its consumption and satisfies 1/6 of the export.] We are 
cutting exports with might and main, as if the highest policy of 
foreign trade is to reduce them to zero. I have here a table of the 
distribution of procurements in the first quarter by domestic 
consumption and by export concentration. It turns out that wheat 
for domestic consumption in percentage terms is fulfilled against 
the plan by 131%, rye - 106%, barley - 90%, other crops - 70%, on 
average - 105%. Thus, the consumption plan has been fulfilled in 
excess. As for the preparations for export, wheat is fulfilled - 75%, 
rye - 79%, barley - 86%, other crops - 50%, on average only 75%. This 
means that you have for export only 1/3 of procurement wheat, 1/6 
of rye, 1/6 of barley and 1/3 of other crops. Since we have payments 
for old orders and a large import plan, our currency situation is 
desperate. Here definitely a certain pressure on the People's 
Commissariat for Foreign Trade is necessary along the line so that 
those export opportunities, those export crops, the export of which 
is not associated with any catastrophe in the domestic market, in 
order for them to be exported, it is necessary to plug this hole, this 
gaping abyss before us. The reproach made by Comrade Stalin, that 
we inflated the price of the domestic market by our sale abroad, is 
wrong. The fact that[I] myself, Comrade Stalin pointed out that 
domestic prices are higher than overseas, shows that the rise in 
prices is the result of ugly speculation and stupid price policy, which 
we conducted incorrectly, and not at all the result of our overseas 
sales. 


Stalin. There is no link between foreign and domestic trade. 


Krasin. The linking of foreign trade is given to you by the prices of 
the world market, either you sell at these prices or not, that's the 
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whole linkage. Order us to detain the bread in our ports - we will, it 
will be much easier than looking for consumers. 


Pyatakov. Do you think that we do not influence the prices of the 
external market? You are wrong. 


Krasin. We influence by lowering prices. The very fact that we are 
entering the foreign market lowers the price of bread. NK Vnutorg is 
pursuing some kind of incomprehensible policy of increasing 
national consumption, i.e., in other words, a policy of driving grain 
for manure. Do we need this policy? I think we need to twist the 
other way. 


Stalin. How to screw up if the price of bread has jumped and you 
have nothing to export? 


Rykov. From the discussion of the questions raised here, I got the 
impression that now the possibility of the development of elements 
of the crisis in our economy is not excluded. These elements boil 
down, first, to the real threat of inflation; secondly, to a possible 
bankruptcy in relation to payments on foreign obligations (Comrade 
Krasin said at the last Politburo meeting that we must pay for 
orders, but we have no currency) 20 and, finally, thirdly, to the 
question of scissors and the danger of their spread. It is rather 
difficult to discuss in isolation the issue of grain procurement policy, 
since it is part of the general question of how to avoid a crisis that 
could erupt if such prices for bread are kept, how to avoid new 
scissors for us, how to dodge the impending bankruptcy of foreign 
payments ... Here are the highlights. As for the causes of this crisis, 
in my opinion, Comrade Stalin is not quite right that the main 
mistake was in the exaggerated plans for the autumn preparations. 
It should not be forgotten that in the past, most of the bread supply 
fell in the fall. This year, as a result of a good harvest, a lot of bread 
should have appeared on the market, but this did not work out for 
us. It did not work out because, in fact, for the first time a peasant 
"freely" enters into economic contact with the city, almost without 
any administrative and tax pressure. It is more profitable to procure 
grain in the fall for two reasons: from the point of view of selling 
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grain abroad and from the point of view that the peasants 
themselves can consume a significant amount of this grain before 
spring. Therefore, the very desire to procure more grain in the fall 
was absolutely correct. The mistake was made in the fact that they 
refinanced, refinanced the grain procurers. When prices began to 
rise rapidly, it was necessary to turn back as soon as possible: it was 
necessary to reduce funding, reduce the number of banknotes in 
peasant circulation, and reduce grain procurements. The fact that 
we were late for a month or two is extremely dangerous and entailed 
a number of adverse consequences. I don't know how much was 
thrown away [how many tens or hundreds of millions] of excess 
money, but there is no doubt that if this circumstance had been taken 
into account in advance, we would not now face the danger of 
inflation. Now it seems perfectly clear. What Comrade Krasin is 
talking about came to light with complete clarity. [Of course, he is 
not responsible for our domestic prices from the point of view of the 
state, which has 2 million turnover abroad, that such a situation 
needs to be created if we want to make this turnover so that external 
prices put pressure on our domestic ones.] However, he does not 
answer with what measures to ensure consistency between internal 
and external prices. But there is no such correspondence: Comrade 
Sheinman is sitting in one room, Comrade Krasin is in the other, and 
Comrade Sheinman buys butter for 30 rubles, and Comrade Krasin 
sells for 28 rubles. It is necessary that this does not happen. Can we 
establish such a position that internal prices match external ones? 
We would better establish this if our procurement apparatus were 
to a greater extent connected with abroad. The disorganization of 
our internal market is the greatest. Regardless of the means used in 
this regard, what has been done during this time in a number of 
cases, in my opinion, could have been done differently. Comrade 
Scheinman proposes to essentially restore the limits. I asked the 
question, is this the old system of limits or not? These limits are 
unknown to anyone. Today T. Sheinman explained that these are 
the same old limit prices, only firmer, that is the difference. But it is 
rather unpleasant to deal with a peasant on the line of limits. The 
current ideology of Comrade Sheinman's opinion that economic 
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measures are obligatory in relation to the peasant, but not obligatory 
in relation to the grain procurement authorities, is untenable. Our 
trusts and syndicates cannot be deprived of all initiative in the 
sphere of circulation if we do not want to introduce radical changes 
in the existing system. Your proposal boils down to the fact that 
methods of economic influence have led nowhere and cannot lead 
to anything, it is necessary to apply methods of administrative 
pressure. You say that you will not put administrative pressure on 
the peasant directly. But it's pretty obvious [When I come to the store 
and buy, and the “administration” is around me, this does not work 
favorably on me ... There is no distinction. The fact that we cannot 
issue an order to the peasant “sell that much bread”, we can only 
give an order to the grain procurers. We have to take the peasant 
administratively. ] 


Of course, there is no need in principle to abandon administrative 
measures. Now, perhaps, we could not achieve the desired result by 
other measures. These measures could bring results if they were 
started a month or two earlier. Has there been any social and 
political agitation for the implementation of the economic plan in 
connection with the harvest? She wasn't there. Until now, she has 
not been explained, no one knows almost nothing about her. If the 
question is really that we have started inflation, that we are on the 
eve of a crisis abroad, then it is necessary from the Vnutriorg and 
the government to give a program of basic measures and organize 
all possible forces on their implementation. What is the situation 
with the domestic market now? You will set, for example, such and 
such a price for bread, and the Kazan Council of People's 
Commissars 21 declares that he will not do so. T. Mikoyan and 
Comrade Eismont 22 are imposed on each pood of grain goods for 
3 kopecks. Comrade Lashevich 23 declared that he would impose 
oil, furs, etc. The Kyrgyz come and declare that they will impose on 
every head, skin, tail, and horns. You say that the economic bodies 
are clerks and that administrative pressure can be put on them. You 
press so hard that all plans are thwarted. What conclusions should 
be drawn from this? The conclusion is that our domestic market is 
now not organized to any extent. There were no cases of complaints 
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about violations or non-compliance with directives, but, 
nevertheless, everywhere, and everywhere they declare that our 
internal market is completely disorganized. We have such a 
situation that whole areas split off in relation to the policy of 
regulation of the internal market, declaring "their" policy. Here we 
have some kind of "feudalism of places." Mikoyan, for example, has 
imposed 3 kopecks since August. on a pood presented for the 
transportation of bread. September 13, at the request of Comrade. 
Kamenev said that they have been collecting these fees for a month 
and a half. Railways accept receipts from any grain collector that this 
tax has been paid, and provide the purchaser only in this case with 
the required wagons. I cite this as an example of the complete 
disorganization of the domestic market. It is necessary to take the 
most decisive measures, otherwise the market will be taken away 
completely and entirely. 


I would gladly welcome the decision that is proposed here 
regarding the revision of the entire export program if it were said 
here what will happen with the "scissors", with a shortage of goods, 
which is completely ignored. [Product hunger will be the 
predominant economic phenomenon for a number of years.] The 
issue of the export-import plan is largely related to the resolution of 
this issue. The peasant has significant surpluses, and if we want to 
get something from the peasant, then we must give him something. 
If a peasant has a billion surplus, we must oppose a certain amount 
of goods against this billion. The opposition is not a billion, but 
much less - hence a significant part of the difficulties this year. 
Probably, it will be the same next year, with the difference that the 
man will have surplus not a billion, but one and a half billion. To get 
bread from there, you need to give goods there, and if you give 
nothing but money, this is called inflation. The fight against inflation 
in case of a shortage of goods should be that behind the money there 
should be some amount of goods that can be obtained for this 
money, since we cannot give the goods, we must reduce the amount 
of money and lower prices in other ways. In this respect, I have not 
received any definite answer here. I ask you to answer me in my 
closing remarks. 
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Kamenev. If we take seriously what Aleksey Ivanovich says about 
the crisis and feudal complications, then one can really imagine that 
God knows what is going on here. But, in my opinion, two things 
need to be distinguished. From the very beginning of autumn, I was 
reproached for painting gloomy perspectives. I think that it was 
necessary to point out the difficulties that lay ahead, but here I see 
that Iam much more an optimist than Comrade Rykov, because the 
crisis in the country, which Aleksey Ivanovich is talking about, is 
one thing, the divergence of our plans is another. with what appears 
in reality. These are two different things. The discrepancy between 
our plans and what we can do is very large, but we must not forget 
that we have now bought 70 percent more bread last year, and, 
despite the fact that we have less export than we expected, it is also 
much more than last year. It cannot be said on this basis that we 
have a crisis. This is our situation. I said at the plenum of the Central 
Committee24, that the man is holding us by the hand, we wanted to 
take out 70% of the bread by January 1, and this would be beneficial 
for us and for the man. The peasant did not understand this, he did 
not give us the required amount of bread, held our hand. But from 
this it is still impossible to draw the conclusions that Aleksey 
Ivanovich makes. The conclusion will be only what we need and 
will have to step in our development more slowly. I said at a 
meeting of the STO - less often a step! But still, if we wanted to reach 
91% of the pre-war level in industry, and reach 80%, we cannot say 
that we are in a crisis. It so happened that the little man [out of his 
stupidity] did not give us the required amount of bread, but kept it 
with him. It seemed to him more profitable to hold back the bread, 
he does not know about any Canada, Argentina, or America; does 
not know when they enter the market, but sees that there is no 
product and holds back the bread. As a result of this situation, our 
plan for the annual deployment will not be 100% fulfilled, but 80- 
85%. and Comrade Pyatakov even looks more optimistic and says 
that it will be realized by 90 percent. Of course, in October I do not 
know what will happen, say, in July. The time frame will 
undoubtedly be extended. Regarding the discrepancy between our 
plan, our assumptions and what is in reality, I already at the first 
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discussion said about the Gosplan control figures that these figures 
are too optimistic. But they turn out to be optimal if we take our 
conjectural calculations, and not the position that was, say, [... Here 
we see that the peasant has screwed us up in this respect.] There is 
a “crisis”, but by no means in the sense that instead of going forward 
in our development, going further, we will go back. This is not the 
case. The peasant held our hand, and we are forced to move forward 
not as quickly as we expected. But we will go forward, and will not 
go back and will not stand still, so there is no crisis here. 


The present situation appears to me in the form of a triangle. In one 
corner there is the People's Commissariat of Trade, at the top of the 
NKVneshtorg, which is to be taken out, and in the third corner of 
the Supreme Council of the National Economy, which in exchange 
for grain exported abroad must receive machines for industry to 
increase production and provide the peasantry with goods. Where 
is the minimum at this point? The minimum is in grain 
procurements. We cannot obtain a sufficient amount of grain; 
therefore, we cannot export enough grain abroad, and therefore the 
Supreme Council of the National Economy cannot obtain the 
number of machines it needs for its industry and cannot develop a 
sufficient output of goods. 


At what point did it become clear that our plan was too optimistic? 
And is Comrade Rykov right when he says that this plan should 
have been broken as quickly as possible. The plan of procurement, 
the plan according to which we had to export 70% before January 1, 
we set in the month of July. It started raining in August. Was it 
necessary then to talk about a significant change in this plan? Of 
course, it was impossible to say that it was impossible to panic. [And 
now we can say what October-November will give us? We cannot 
tell. We cannot say what is being carried out to what extent. Here 
the situation may turn out that if you take what we proposed in 
October-November, and then look at what we actually managed to 
do in January, then there will be a difference, like from earth to sky.] 
In July, we proceeded from the assumption that the bread would 
tumble in bulk, the trouble would be that the price of bread would 
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fall below the level and the man would get angry. The Politburo then 
said firmly - the average price of 1 ruble. 25 I admit that perhaps it 
was necessary to abandon this prospect at the end of August, and 
not at the beginning of September. But how it follows that we have 
lost tens of millions of rubles on this is completely unclear to me. 
You shouldn't panic. Look how much bread is prepared. In the first 
quarter (July, August, September), 90% of the plan was prepared. 
Only three weeks have passed since the second quarter. In the first 
quarter, a man corrected us in terms of crops and gave us barley 
instead of rye. But the barley had to be bought. I agree with 
Comrade Sokolnikov, who said that it is necessary to take the 
purveyor on stronger financial reins. It is right. And now, when the 
Urals and Siberia are asking for money from us, we do not give them 
in full, they gave only 5 million rubles, "for pocket money" for tens 
of millions of poods of grain. 


Regarding limits and guideline prices. Comrade Rykov says that he 
understood that the guideline price is the limit price. What was the 
disadvantage of the limit price? It was bad because it turned into a 
state price, and the peasant understood this: the Bolsheviks gave 
orders for more than 70 kopecks. don't pay. What is the situation 
now? We want to procure 600-800 million poods. We, the buyers of 
grain, when we enter the peasant market, must know at what price 
we want to buy. Collusion needed. The buyer of bread, counting on 
the purchase of 500-600 million poods. bread must know at what 
price he will buy. The Politburo said: the price should be about a 
ruble. We give a figure that varies from 80 kopecks. up to 1 rub. 15 
kopecks. But do you need to have some common price for all who 
are under the leadership of Comrade Shainman? When we see that 
prices are going up, i.e., Sheinman does not give an order not to buy 
above such-and-such a price, but he removes the procurers, reduces 
demand. He can do it. There used to be a compulsory price, we 
refused it. But this does not mean that we can enter the market on 
the basis of complete freedom of procurers. It would be a free 
market, and we want to carry out state regulation of the market. We 
cannot refuse this. 
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The next question is about linking Vneshtorg and Vnutriorg. I think 
that since we will have such a situation as now, when we are 
surrounded by capitalists, there will always be a fight between those 
who take out and those who care about internal supplies. This 
cannot be done otherwise than in the manner of an ordinary Soviet 
"fight". The question is where the "fight" should take place. This 
happens either in the service station, or in operational commissions, 
meetings with me. Comrade Krasin seeks to export more abroad, 
while Comrade Sheinman says: until we regulate the domestic 
market, until we satisfy the domestic market, we will not supply 
abroad. Do you know what numbers are being disputed now? 
Comrade Sheinman and I have determined that for the month of 
November it is necessary to give 1 million poods for export. wheat, 
and Comrade Krasin struggles to give two and a half million poods. 
Comrade Krasin wants to fulfill the agreement on the supply of 
bread to the Greek and Norwegian governments. We gave up the 
chartered steamers and forbade chartering from now on. 


Rudzutak. 80 steamers are still in the Black Sea. 


Kamenev. Well, it means that not everyone has yet been driven out. 
And it was like this. When I received business from Comrade 
Tsyurupa, he spoke of the most difficult question whether we would 
be able to seize a sufficient number of steamers at a cheap price for 
our grain export. The merchant fleet is in the hands of the capitalists, 
we chartered these steamers, then we ran aground, it was 
impossible to let these steamers go or load them, and now comrade 
Krasin was ordered to break off all contracts and pay a forfeit for the 
freight. Now we are paying the price for not linking the July plan 
with the real policy of the peasants. I think that the competition 
between exports and the satisfaction of the domestic market needs 
to be reinvented. 


Rykov. Within the framework of one person. 


Kamenev. I do not say “within the framework of one person,” but 
perhaps within the framework of one collegium. 
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[Comrade Rykov was right at the end of his speech.] Why did we 
not hurry as quickly as Comrades demanded? Frumkin and Krasin, 
revise the procurement plan? Firstly, because in July alone the plan 
was set at 680 million poods, in August at 780 million poods. In 
September they say - give a new figure. [CSO] NKVnutorg today 
gives a new figure - 680 million poods. It is necessary to revise these 
new figures, it is necessary to make the new figures, finally, more, 
or less real. Secondly, when we say: this and that amount of grain 
must be procured, thereby we say: such and such a rate of expansion 
of industry, such and such a rate of supply of goods to the peasant 
market, and such and such rate of inflation reduction. When they 
tell me: cut billets, export, cut imports, industry, I say: let's be more 
careful, because if today we accept the figure that Comrade 
Sheinman is talking about, then we must immediately give 
Comrade Pyatakov, etc. Clearing orders are ordered to review all of 
their production plans. Therefore, some caution is needed here. [We 
must collectively say that the hard figure directive must be given.] 


My conclusions, formulated on the basis of the debate, are as follows 
(in such a meeting of the Politburo we cannot enter into separate 
points, details, we must give a general directive): 


1) “To recognize it is necessary to revise the annual plan of 
procurement, export and import in connection with the new 
calculation of the gross harvest, possible commodity surpluses. 


2) Approve a decrease in the export of grain exports, considering it 
necessary to strengthen other export items in every possible way, 
considering that the preservation of grain exports within the range 
of 300-350 million poods. and its profitability remains. " 


We've cut it now by 50% for this quarter. We need to revise our 
annual plan and approve a 50% cut this quarter. We rely too much 
on bread. They believed that we would plug all the holes with bread. 
At the same time, I consider it wrong if, under the influence of this 
circumstance, we forget to think about the export of grain, about 
42% of our export, then we will slaughter the entire industry. You 
shouldn't go so far. It must be added that maintaining the export of 
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grain in the range of 300-350 million poods. remains, and exports 
should be cost-effective. Of course, if we have bread only in the 
month of May, we will take it in May. But now we cannot admit 
defeatist sentiments in the matter of exports, since there is a 
tendency towards this, then Comrade Frumkin, Comrade Krasin, 
and Comrade Pyatakov are right against this tendency. 


3) "To recognize the correct and absolutely necessary measures to 
reduce prices to the directive, proceeding from the future to the 
regulation of the internal market, primarily from prices acceptable 
for the internal market." 


A party directive is needed here. You will have to argue a little with 
the peasant. [The directive prices, which were last year, are no 
longer a measure.] If we do not reach the directive prices, then we 
need to develop a campaign so that every worker clearly knows that 
the fate of the further expansion of the industry is whether we are a 
peasant with bread squeeze, or he will squeeze us in price. The 
reduction of prices to the directive ones also proceeds from the 
interests of the domestic market, and we must proceed from prices 
that are acceptable for the domestic market. They say that we put 
world prices at the forefront and reckon too much with world prices. 
Why the hell is it considered when already now actually the prices 
of billets give the export is not profitable. We reckon with world 
Prices in paper, but this is not the case on the market. We are going 
to the edge of profitability. 


4) “The inevitable reduction in imports should be made in such a 
way as to affect the import of raw materials and equipment for 
industry and agricultural products as little as possible. The plans for 
the expansion of industry should be adjusted in accordance with the 
revealed reduction in imports”. 


5) “To approve the policy of firm regulation of imports of 
manufactured goods, setting as the main task, on the one hand, the 
burden of cooperation as the main conductor of manufactured 
goods, on the other hand, a broad fight against the discrepancy 
between wholesale and retail prices and the growing role of private 
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capital on the basis of a commodity shortage. To oblige the Supreme 
Council of the National Economy and the cooperation to include in 
the general contracts a clause on a certain cape for the goods 
transported by it." 


6) “Considering the possibility of inflation as the biggest danger, 
instruct the Soviets, when considering credit and financial plans, to 
take all necessary measures to prevent inflation.” 


How to do it? I see two active directives for this moment. The first is 
to press the guy to give him bread, and the second is to cut the 
difference between the wholesale and retail prices. 


Voice. How to click on a guy? 


Kamenev. How to get a man to throw out this bread? What recipes 
can there be? 


Tomsk. This is clear. 
Kamenev. No, Comrade Tomsky is mistaken. It's not that simple. 
Voice. Ask Comrade Tomsky to clarify. 


Kamenev. Vodka needs to be promoted to the village, but it goes 
there poorly. 75% of the issue was spent on drink in Moscow. The 
tax deadlines cannot be moved, we swore at all the congresses of the 
Soviets that there would be no travel, since one third had to be paid 
by the first of November. As for insurance premiums, we took 
measures, gave strict instructions to take as much as possible. 


Voice. It is not enough to take; you need to know from whom. 


Kamenev. [Well, that's none of my business.] Regarding retail 
prices. How to cut off monstrous retail capes? Cooperation? But she 
makes a fortune herself. Yesterday I was told that Comrade Ter, the 
deputy of Comrade Khinchuk, at the plenum of the representatives 
of the Central Union of the Union said directly: how can we not cash 
in on goods a little, we must use the conjuncture! Comrade Pyatakov 
should not be very happy, because each of your trustees also thinks 
how to make money. 
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Pyatakov. It has fixed prices; the fact of the matter is that we regulate 
trusts. 


Kamenev. Do you regulate syndicates, do you regulate retail trade? 
Comrade Khinchuk also tells us that he regulates cooperation. 


Sokolnikov. Trusts make money too. 


Kamenev. [ The method of struggle indicated by Comrade 
Dzerzhinsky is correct.] We obliged the industry to conclude a 
general agreement with the cooperatives, according to which 70% of 
manufactory necessarily goes through cooperation, but in this 
general agreement we did not envisage including the following 
clause: if you receive 70% manufactory, then you have to sell it to a 
peasant with a cape of 20-25%, as it was before the war. It is 
necessary to include such a clause in the contract. And if you don’t 
sell, then you need some kind of penalty. Here is a measure that I 
can propose, apart from party measures, etc. 


We are facing a review of quarterly plans. It is necessary to give a 
firm directive, the meaning of which is such as to hold back inflation 
at all costs. The Politburo must say that. If you give us such a 
directive to reduce prices to directives, revise the procurement plan 
and the export and import plan, reduce imports for industry, but, if 
possible, not to touch the main line of unfolding and establish a 
certain level of retail prices, and order that in the coming quarter 
inflation did not work out, then it will come out that there will be no 
crisis, there will probably be little inflation, difficulties, of course, 
will be, but, in general, we will be able to fulfill our plan. 


Chairman. I give the floor to Comrade Quiring. 


Queering. The question is now clear to everyone: The State Planning 
Commission miscalculated the control figures. The proposals that 
have been announced here generally indicate a way out. I would like 
the Politburo to further take a firm decision on the question of grain 
procurers. As if it is perfectly clear that we have too many of them. 
We took too many grain procurers - 6 or 8 main grain procurers, 
gave them a lot of money, and they, having large export orders, 
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began to compete with each other in front of the peasant. The state 
was at the mercy of its own apparatus. If we do not raise the 
question of reducing the number of grain procurers and do not 
eliminate competition between them, then we will not resolve this 
issue for the future. 


Now regarding the directive prices for bread. It was said here that 
the directive prices should be linked to world prices and should 
break even our exports. I think that in this form the directive would 
be one-sided, for you cannot separate agricultural prices from the 
prices of manufactured goods, you cannot separate the foam for 
grain from the retail prices for flour and baked bread. If we turn to 
the relation between the prices for grain, which we paid to the 
peasant, with the prices for flour and for baked bread and for 
manufactured goods, then there is no correspondence between the 
jumps in these prices. During the present grain procurement 
campaign when grain prices rose to 1 ruble. 70 kopecks. for wheat 
in some areas - now in these areas they have dropped to 1 ruble. 40 
kopecks. How did this affect the prices of flour and baked bread? 
No way. 


Kamenev. It is sold at a loss. 
Queering. In all markets, baked bread is sold at these prices. 


Kamenev. In the cities of Leningrad, Moscow, Ivanovo-Voznesensk, 
it is sold at a loss. 


Queering. After all, private grain procurers procure about half of all 
wheat. They pay the peasant more than we pay, and they support 
domestic prices. That is why I think that the tough directive, of 
which Comrade Kamenev spoke, is to bring prices down to the 
directive prices, pressing the peasant, risks hanging in the air. They 
say that the first is the date of payment of the tax, that it is necessary 
to recover from the peasant the debts on loans that are available, but 
all this is trifle in relation to the amount of grain that the peasantry 
has. 


Rykov. Low prices for manufactory is one of the methods. 
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Queering. We must exert pressure on the prices of flour and baked 
bread, and at the same time exert a combined pressure towards 
lowering the retail prices of manufactured goods. Only under these 
conditions will we achieve real results. The peasant now believes 
that for a pound of bread he should have a shirt, this is a general 
formula. 


Kamenev. And the pants? 


Queering. Pants are more expensive. Now, for a pood of bread, he 
has one meter of calico, i.e., 1/3 of a shirt, so that the existing bread 
prices per se, if we take into account their ratio with the prices of 
manufactured goods, are not so high, and the peasant thinks that he 
is offended, that the city offends him. To illustrate how we are 
conducting price reductions - comrade. Kamenev says that we need 
to push and achieve that from 1 rub. 40 kopecks. to reach the 
guideline prices - I want to give a message about how the price cut 
was made at the end of September. I have a message from 5 
comrades whom we sent as correspondents of the "Trade and 
Industrial Newspaper" 26to grain procurement districts so that they 
can check how much the peasant buys goods and, in passing, get 
acquainted with the prices of bread. From the Kuban, they report 
that September 24 was a historic day for grain procurers: in one day 
the price of wheat was reduced by about 30%, and after that 
procurement stopped. The same is confirmed by a comrade who 
was in the Melitopol district, in the Alexandria district in the 
Ukraine. There, too, after receiving a directive from here that prices 
should be lowered, prices were sharply reduced in one day. This led 
to serious discontent among the peasantries. Procurers usually give 
the peasant sacks in advance, since there are not enough sacks, and 
agree with him on the prices at which they should bring the bread. 
The next day, the peasants of the district villages arrive with bags of 
grain procurers and with an agreed price, and they are told: no, we 
are not paying you 1 ruble. 60 kopecks, and 1 rub. 15 kopecks. I have 
a message about how one head of the collection point had to flee 
from the peasants. If we carry out this reduction in this manner, then 
there will be nothing but aggravation of relations with the peasants. 
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I would very much ask Comrade Sheinman to provide us with data 
on the movement of grain procurements in the North Caucasus until 
approximately September 20 - for the third decade of September and 
the first and second ten days of October, in order to check how such 
a sharp drop in prices affected the progress of grain procurements. 
Therefore, I believe that we will not achieve lower prices for bread 
by unilateral administrative or other measures. Therefore, our 
measures to reduce prices should go alongside the actual reduction 
in retail prices for manufactured goods. 


Sokolnikov. That will never take place. 


Queering.The situation is such that the peasants, since we are 
talking about the well-to-do peasants of the North Caucasus 
Territory and Ukraine, can wait until spring, it is more profitable for 
them. I must also say that about the jumps in prices - first increases, 
then decreases - the peasants say that "it is our government that is 
hesitating." The peasants view state procurers as _ direct 
representatives of the state and direct executors of state directives. 
The peasants see that in one day prices immediately fell by 40 
kopecks. for a pood and see that it was done by the state procurers, 
and the state procurers means the state; the peasants say that our 
state is vacillating, which means that it is not strong. I say that the 
situation is such that a significant part of the peasants are waiting 
until spring with a significant amount of their grain, perhaps in the 
spring prices will rise even more. But we can't wait. Therefore, 
simply proposing such a policy that now we must definitely achieve 
directive prices without lowering retail prices for manufactured 
goods is not good. 


Rykov. Why is he waiting for spring? 


Clearing. Because it assumes that prices will rise further in the 
spring. If we find ourselves in such conditions that we will not have 
any bread and we will have to buy it at any price, then this will have 
very undesirable consequences. 


Chairman. Comrade Smirnov has the floor. 
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Smirnov A.P. It seems to me that one point should be noted here, 
where, indeed, there may be some economic error, but otherwise, in 
my opinion, it is quite rightly noted here, we can only talk about 
some haste, and as a result, some twitching, but this is not an 
economic error. An economic error that needs to be fixed is an 
exaggerated balance, a harvest balance, which has recently been 
brought up to 4700 million. This is the State Planning Committee's 
figure. I state that this story must be done away with, because this is 
not a mistake in haste, a mistake of a planned nature, but an 
economic mistake that cannot be corrected by anything. I subscribe 
to the highlights presented by Comrade Kamenev that this is where 
our mistake lies, and that there are no ideological reasons. There is 
a mistake in our conscious will, and the other part is outside our 
conscious will. If there are 3900 million, then you will not make 4700 
million. The CSB figure of 4200 million is also exaggerated. Even if 
we take it without adjusting for the weather, this figure is still 
exaggerated. In this part, it must be firmly decided to proceed with 
all the relevant calculations of commodity balances from a figure 
that is real. 


Kamenev. How much do you count? 


Smirnov. I have a figure of 3900 million, a surplus of 680 million. 
The last figure of a surplus is still 680 million. 


Kamenev. For government purveyors only? 


Smirnov.I am only talking about the planning part, which we 
regulate, which is in our hands, both for the regulation of the 
domestic market and for exports. I think this part needs to be 
amended. From the point of view of the circumstances that were 
stated, it is quite clear that we were in a hurry, because we did not 
want to settle accounts with the peasant. There is also an ideological 
reason, it was necessary to reckon with him, but we did not reckon 
and wanted to do what seemed to us the most convenient. The 
reason is that the implementation plan was deployed too quickly 
under our conditions. I will not dwell for a long time, since many 
comrades have already sufficiently discussed this topic that under 
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normal conditions of deployment, such an implementation plan 
cannot be. I repeat - even under normal conditions. If we are 
experiencing a shortage of goods, then these are already abnormal 
conditions, the high cost of goods is also an abnormal condition; 
there are a number of conditions that will delay this 
implementation. This is what you need to think about, weigh, etc. In 
the old days this was the case. Not only the product had to be on the 
market, but the man would find out what the price of this product 
was. Ill say it on my own, although we only sold oats in the Tver 
province, and even then you go to the bazaar and look at the prices 
not only for your own goods, but also for other goods. Take a look 
and go. You think we still have to wait, although it was difficult to 
wait, because taxes and all kinds of payments were on the neck. 


Sokolnikov. Rent payment. 
Smirnov. I don’t list - and zemstvo and other payments. 


Still, I would have walked and looked, and now it will go to the 
market, there is no product there, and if there is, then the devil 
knows what the price is. He will think: I will wait, maybe the prices 
will be lower. It is impossible to think that under these conditions 
he will export his grain. So, it was necessary to draw up a plan softer, 
so that the peasant could be squeezed, pressed on him. What are the 
means of pressure? Here it was correctly established - the tax is part 
of the pressure, then the collection of the semester, etc. But all this 
goes to the poor part mainly, and not to the wealthy. Semssuda was 
issued for 90% to weak farms. We will get something in this part, 
and the next push, of course, is the exposure of the buyers 
themselves. It was noted in this section - limit prices should have an 
effect. This is true, Comrade Kamenev, you have correctly explained 
that this is not an administrative order, but this is true only under 
certain conditions. Here Comrade Rykov is right. If we do not take 
the domestic market in hand, then this will be an order, when a 
peasant will bring bread and sell it at a ruble, and next to a private 
buyer will pay a ten ruble. This will be an order, and the man will 
understand. Therefore, it must be added: when developing the plan, 
it is necessary to decisively set the task of organizing its own grain 
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market, so that the People's Commissariat of Foreign Trade on the 
domestic grain market could dictate, to some extent, grain prices. 
Then your prices, set before the peasant, will not be order prices, for 
the state reserves and stocks for regulating the market will put 
pressure on him. 


I want to draw your attention to the following. There is a selective 
census - the prime cost of a pound of wheat is 1 ruble. 90 kopecks. 
This is with the most significant pressure, with cheap labor, etc. 
Suppose the prime cost is 1 ruble. 12 kopecks Of course, forcing a 
peasant to sell for a ruble is, of course, already a solid pressure 
towards disadvantage for the peasant. Therefore, the noted 
comrade. The pressure on manufactured goods by queering and 
others remains evident if we want to really really force him to go for 
the prices that are of absolute importance to us. Two words about 
the impact on such a frantic rise in prices. Here, I think, the mistake, 
apart from haste, was that the procurers gave the peasant a lot of 
money. The guy had a lot of money. This must be realized. He kept 
this money in his pocket, without losing anything on it. This 
circumstance was one of the important mistakes. The reason was 
that our procurers fought like dogs for every cart. I have paper, 
Comrade Molotov has a copy, this is not what is written in the 
newspapers, but a fact: three procurers at the entrance to the village 
caught the unfortunate peasant and started a fight among 
themselves. This is an official piece of paper. 


Rudzutak. How much does he sell bread? 


Smirnov. This is a completely different question, it does not apply 
here, I sell bread at the price that the market gives. 


It seems to me that this part should be taken into account as much 
as possible from the point of view of financing, so that these dog 
fights of several procurers over one cart would be stopped. 


Rykov. (Reads his suggestions) *. (* Proposals by A.I. Rykov have 
not survived.) 


Chairman. The floor is given by Comrade Stalin. 
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Stalin **. (** In the transcript with the author's revision, the text of 
IV Stalin's speech is absent. Reconciliation was carried out using a 
copy of the transcript from the personal fund of IV Stalin. (F. 558. 
Op. 11. D. 1105. L. 62-67.)) 


Ihave a few comments. 


The first remark concerns the fact that our procurement plans 
turned out to be exaggerated. It cannot be denied that the previous 
annual plan of 780 million and the quarterly procurement plan by 
January 1926 in the amount of 70% of this amount (780 million) 
turned out to be unrealistic, exaggerated, exaggerated. These plans 
need to be revised and reduced. The Narkomvnutorg has another 
plan: 680 million poods. procurement for the entire financial year 
and the procurement plan for January 380 million poods. 60% of the 
reduced amount of 680 million poods. for the entire financial year. 
This plan is more realistic. There was a miscalculation. This must be 
admitted. I did not understand Comrade Rykov. I didn’t mean that 
the peasant sold less bread in the fall and more in the spring. This is 
an anecdote. I'm talking about [that our procurement plan for the 
entire financial year is exaggerated. It is clear. We must reduce the 
total amount of procurements for the entire financial year by 100 
million poods. If the SRT considers this figure, I don't know, it is 
very possible that it will reduce, and from this reduced amount of 
the annual rate we can take not 70%, as it was previously projected, 
but 60%. We must take into account that he was right here ... What 
was not taken into account, that due to the harvest, the peasant had 
the opportunity to maneuver, the peasant brings anything to the 
market, and turns around, waiting for better days, even if there is a 
large tax pressure in this year was not. How we will operate with 
the figure of 680 million poods, I do not know, it may very well be 
that we will have to reduce] that, in view of the general harvest, the 
peasant prefers to enter the market with by-products, such as barley, 
potatoes, dairy products, small livestock, etc., while retaining for the 
time being more valuable commodities, such as wheat and rye. The 
fact is that a man also knows how to maneuver, which must not be 
forgotten. And this circumstance was obviously not taken into 
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account. To think that we can procure 70% of 780 million poods in 
three months, in the absence of a big tax press this year, means not 
knowing the man. 


Then the second point is about inflation. Is there a danger of 
inflation? Of course, have. This danger comes from two sides: on the 
one hand - from the inside, since the prices of agricultural products 
jump up - and here it is necessary to take measures to reduce prices: 
on the other hand, the danger of inflation can come from the outside 
if the trade balance is passive. Here, too, it will obviously be 
necessary to take measures, to commensurate the minimum of its 
import with the minimum of its export and to achieve an excess of 
export. Otherwise, the matter may end badly for the gold piece. We 
should generally pursue a line on the active balance of our foreign 
trade, and not on the passive one. We have a directive, adopted by 
the Thirteenth Congress on the basis of the report of the Central 
Committee of the RCP, on the obligatory active balance. We cannot 
ignore this directive, especially now, with a good harvest. 


The third point is about the crisis. Do we have a crisis? No. We don't 
have a crisis yet. Comrade Rykov is an exaggeration. 


Rykov. Is there inflation? 


Stalin. There is certainly a danger of inflation. We do not have real 
inflation and, I hope, will not, but there is a danger of inflation, this 
is a fact. And the danger of inflation creates the danger of a crisis. 
The illusion of a crisis is created when we compare what we have 
practically achieved with those exaggerated plans that we had. But 
this is only an illusion of a crisis. But we can run into a real crisis if 
we do not take into account the danger that leads to inflation, 
namely, the rise in prices for agricultural products and a reduction 
in our exports, the passivity of the trade balance. Commensurate the 
size of the import with the size of the export and thus achieve an 
active balance, [if we do not carry out these things, then the danger 
of a crisis, of course, will be, and moreover, the crisis can begin with 
inflation. All the same, in whatever direction it takes, it will beat the 
Soviet regime, and not the private capitalist; our state structure is 
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such that the crisis will strike along the entire front. But there is 
certainly an exaggeration] by lowering the prices of bread and 
increasing our exports — this is the way in which we can eliminate 
the danger of inflation. The dangers should not be exaggerated, but 
they should not be glossed over either. 


The fourth point is about “feudalism”. Of course, I do not approve 
and cannot approve that a 3-kopeck tax has been introduced in the 
North Caucasus. [I think that the regional authorities and the 
republicans will have to decide ... this is a well-known concrete 
measure of combining the conclusions of the places with the 
conclusions of the center. Without such a combination of the 
conclusions of the localities with the conclusions of the center, we 
will not achieve any economic upsurge.] In the Urals, they also 
wanted to introduce a 2-kopeck tax, but we did not allow it. But 
from a 3-kopeck tax to "feudalism" is still very far. We do not need 
a 3-kopeck levy, but a link between the benefits and initiatives of the 
center with the benefits and initiatives of the places. It may very well 
be that a measure of such a combination of interests of the center 
and localities could be the participation of places in the profits of our 
procurement bodies. In any case, without such a combination it will 
be difficult for us to achieve a general and powerful economic 
recovery. 


Fifth remark - [since a man sells, since a man buys a product, it is 
obvious that a fundamental linkage in the Vneshtorg bodies is 
necessary here. It is impossible to do so that one body for foreign 
trade goes without looking at the foreign market, and another body, 
also infuriated, goes to the other extreme, then there is a mutual 
disadvantage. Here we are talking about the fact that inside this 
organ there is a bow of dissimilar elements] about the linkage in the 
work of Vnutriorg and Vneshtorg. Now Vneshtorg and Vnutorg are 
pulling in different, directly opposite directions, because Vneshtorg 
is exporting with might and main, regardless of the domestic 
market. The internal trade does its own thing, slowing down export. 
Hence the gap between the domestic and foreign markets. The 
results are such that our oil in London is cheaper than in Moscow. 
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And this discrepancy will continue until we unite Vneshtorg and 
Vnutriorg into one whole. 


The sixth remark concerns the question of a united front of 
procurers. There was no single front of procurers, Comrade. 
Sheinman did not show sufficient willpower in this matter. We were 
given out by procurers. It is impossible to establish a united front 
with the condition that the collectors run up to each other, if they 
give the interests of the state, pushing up the price of bread [... 
Looking to each other, they are undermining us.] We should think 
about whether it is possible to reduce the number and clicker 
establish an unconditional united front between them. Further, it is 
impossible to wage a decisive struggle to lower the retail prices of 
goods, for the lowering of the retail prices of goods is the reverse 
side of the lowering of the prices of bread. Can't the state take 
draconian measures against the procurers to force them to align 
themselves in the interests of the state? 


he seventh point is about the agreement with Dreyfus. I cannot pass 
by in silence Comrade Krasin's statement. On the issue of Dreyfus, 
there may have been a mistake, but let me remind you [... of the next 
decision of the Politburo. Whether I was then at the Politburo or not, 
all the same, I am responsible for this decision] that the decision was 
taken by the Politburo 27, and the agreement was concluded by a 
commission from Comrades. Frumkin (Vneshtorg), Sokolnikov and 
Tsyurupa. There may be a mistake here, but this mistake is our 
common mistake. The Politburo was then attended by Comrades. 
Bukharin, Zinoviev, Stalin, Trotsky, Rykov, Dzerzhinsky, etc. If 
there was a mistake ... 


Kamenev. After all, not such a big mistake. 


Stalin. [May be. Everyone was then in such a state that some ...] 
Vneshtorg was involved in this error. 


One final note - what to do? I think that Comrade Kamenev's 
proposal and Comrade Rykov's additional proposal could be 
accepted basically so that this case be worked out in a special 
commission of the Politburo. [Will we be able to create this 


156 


commission for only one procurement, or will we have to link this 
commission to the issue of exports, imports, and the currency plan? 
I dont know. If on Thursday we consider the export and currency 
plan as the first question, then maybe on Thursday we will be able 
to create a commission. 


Rykov. The Chinese question comes first. 


Stalin. Create a general commission that will thoroughly resolve this 
issue. | 


Chairman. Our speakers are listed in the following order: Sheinman, 
Sokolnikov and Uglanov. I think that comrades should be allowed 
to speak. Sokolnikov and Uglanov, and Sheinman to give the closing 
speech. Comrade Sokolnikov has the floor. 


Sokolnikov.I have the following comments on this issue. It seems to 
me that, first of all, it is necessary, on the basis of this lesson, to try 
to verify the correctness of the methods of calculating the country's 
grain surplus. We had a harvest of 4 billion poods. What can be 
called surplus? I tried to find out on the basis of what the surpluses 
are calculated, on the basis of what consumption rates of the peasant 
economy. It turned out that our statistics are based on the old, pre- 
war consumption rates. This is a clear mistake. The revolution for 
the peasant is that he himself eats better and feeds the horse 
differently. Therefore, our statistics should take this thing into 
account. We really need to remember the basics, which we forgot 
about, but which we repeated when we were an opposition party. 
Now this is not such a surplus that could be calculated with an 
absolutely hungry consumption rate, which existed in tsarist Russia. 
We must give our statisticians the task, if they are worth anything, 
to begin a real check of the actual norms of peasant consumption, as 
they are. This is the first point. 


Voice. We do not know this consumption. 


Sokolnikov. These consumption rates are somewhat dependent on 
the price level, but it is important to find a certain minimum, which 
is undoubtedly different from the previous minimum. Something 
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you can grope for orientation. I have already said that I think we 
will have to go with a reduced procurement and export program in 
the next quarter, but what was the mistake that was made in the 
previous quarter? It was not only that the plan was too big. If you 
draw up a big plan, but give little money to your hands and say: we 
have a big plan, here is the money for procurement of 10 million 
poods; if these 10 million poods. you buy, then we will 
automatically give you another 10-20 million poods for 
procurement. etc. - this is a certain way of a bank loan, which makes 
it possible to automatically control the actual implementation of the 
plan in connection with the actual supply of bread on the market. 
The fight on the issue of loans for grain procurement was desperate 
in the service station, I voted in the singular, and they decided to 
give money to merchants, they did not regret it. I will say frankly: 
when I came back from vacation in September and saw the state of 
affairs, at my own risk and fear, I the State Bank to stop any release 
of targeted loans for grain procurements, to take a course towards 
shrinking procurements and reducing prices. A few days later, these 
proposals were duly authorized. 


Rykov. It should have been done earlier. 


Sokolnikov. We used to take a different path. This error must be 
taken into account. This brings us to the question of the entire 
deployment methodology, how to go forward: according to the 
maximum program, in order to then turn back, or go according to 
the minimum program and, as soon as we have reserves, add a step. 
I think that only the second position will now be correct. Now we 
will discuss the budget: should we go for maximum inflation, or let's 
go carefully at first, and how the money will be, let's go ahead. If 
there was a reserve fund, it is a different matter, but now we have to 
go carefully, backing up. Comrade Rykov said that inflation and 
depreciation had already begun in our country. I disagree with that. 
I remain with my wording: we have a preface to inflation. [Kind of 
like a reception room. Introduction. What is it? The fact is that, like 
last year, to a certain extent we rolled out money to the market, but 
last year the situation was smoother, since the scale was smaller.] 
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We rolled out 300 million of money to the market in the first quarter. 
We are compelled from the side of funds to advance the farm in a 
known manner. The bank issued 300 million rubles. on the 
development of trade. Where did the inflation risk come from? It 
arose from the fact that in the fall the trade turnover did not develop 
to the extent that it was expected according to the plan. We have 
every reason to believe that we will dissolve this thing within the 
next 6 months. 


Voice. We'll pump out the money. 


Sokolnikov. No, first of all we will expand our trade. But, of course, 
if within the next 6 weeks there is no improvement in terms of the 
ability to confidently respond to the development of trade, then I 
will have the honor to offer you to reduce money circulation. 


Voice. Reduce the budget? 


Sokolnikov. Not to reduce, but to carry out some installments in the 
execution of the budget and set aside the money that will come to 
us from the tax fund. 


Kamenev. Tax money should not be spent, but saved. 


Sokolnikov. Our monthly tax and income receipts are RUB 300 
million. We are 300 million rubles. under the present order we 
spend. those. put into circulation. If the commodity turnover does 
not improve and the state of monetary circulation deteriorates, I will 
say: allow us 50 million rubles. withdraw from circulation until 
some discharge of the atmosphere is obtained. This method of 
influence (and other methods) is still in our hands, and only if it 
would be possible to talk about inflation, if it were knocked out of 
our hands. If in the coming quarter to issue new hundreds of 
millions, as suggested by the Market Council ... 


Voice. What is this Market Council? 


Sokolnikov. There is such a Conjunctural Council under the State 
Planning Committee, where the majority of comrades Groman sits, 
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who believes that the way out is to swing around both in terms of 
emission and to deploy blanks without calculation. 


Voice. Instead of reverse gear forward. 


Sokolnikov. The minority recognized that there is a danger of 
inflation, but in the end the majority, led by Comrade Groman, won. 
However, the Presidium of the State Planning Commission did not 
agree with the opinion of the majority. 


We will be faced with the need to reduce, a very significant 
reduction in bank emissions over the next quarter, and there will be 
a number of difficulties with commercial institutions, industry, and 
banks. Here we will have conflicts because everything is on a 
different scale, and we must say: be quiet. Comrade Rykov spoke of 
the devaluation of the chervonets that had taken place. | 
categorically reject such a statement. The purchasing power of 28 
ducats has not yet experienced any significant change. The 
dynamics of price movement indicates to us possible dangers that 
must be eliminated in advance, because then it will be too late. But 
the purchasing power of money is now no less than at the time of 
the monetary reform. Gold parity 29the gold piece is not shaken in 
any way. | follow this, have a daily black-market summary to read. 


Rykov. Iam sure that Comrade Sokolnikov can be devalued inside 
and promoted abroad. 


Sokolnikov. We have markets where our ten is slightly lower, and 
in other places by 20-30 kopecks. more expensive. You, Alexey 
Ivanovich, are luring me into the distant jungle, and the chairman 
does not allow me to dwell on this. We will not talk about this. I 
must say that on the main questions of our monetary policy, we 
must reach an agreement in the Politburo with complete clarity. 


Kamenev. Absolutely correct. 


Sokolnikov. Because, obviously, the policy that we have been 
pursuing for several years is not completely understood and 
remains my responsibility. They say: what I want, I do, in fact, of 
course, this is not so. You, Aleksey Ivanovich, said back in the 
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summer of 1923 that by letting the Soviet sign sink to the bottom, 
then we could ruin the gold piece, and then we would invent 
something else. 


Comrade Quiring spoke of the fact that high grain prices are in line 
with industrial prices; here you need to put a full stop over the "i". 
We took upon ourselves the program of destroying the scissors, 
bringing industrial and agricultural prices to the same level. But 
what does it mean to carry out this program by authorizing high- 
level agricultural workers? prices? This means bringing about 
inflation. If your industrial prices are higher than world prices, and 
if you raise agricultural prices to the same level, your industrial and 
agricultural prices will turn out to be higher than world prices, i.e., 
the general level of prices is higher than world prices, and thus the 
purchasing power of money is lower than the world one. In this 
situation, of course, it is impossible to export, and at the same time 
import. You will have such a position. The scissors program, if 
considered as a program, which must be carried out by raising 
agricultural prices to the level of current industrial prices, there is a 
program for the disorganization of our entire economy. It's time to 
fix the scissors compression program comrade. Trotsky [his point of 
view on this issue is incorrect]. We are for the abolition of the 
"scissors", but it is not necessary that the "scissors" be destroyed in 
such a way as to raise agricultural prices to the level of the now 
existing high industrial prices. We must continue and follow 
through with lowering industrial prices through lowering 
agricultural prices. That is why, comrade. Quiring, your suggestions 
are helpless, so this issue cannot be resolved. 


I would also like to emphasize that this year we need to maintain a 
trade surplus policy at all costs. Resolution of the XIII Party 
Congress, which was recalled by Comrade. Stalin remains in the 
same force. Everyone understands that the resolution of the Party 
Congress on an active trade balance cannot be carried out in a lean 
year. But when the year is fruitful, this decree is fully valid, and in 
order to change such a decree, it would be necessary to first have an 
agreement on loans, long-term loans, etc., but since this is not there, 
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we cannot revise it, therefore that to revise it in the context of short- 
term loans means to let yourself be tied to a thread. I disagree with 
Comrade Kamenev that it is necessary to confirm a firm plan for the 
delivery. 


Kamenev. I said firm import regulation is something else. 


Sokolnikov. There is a struggle between the People's Commissariat 
of Foreign Trade and the Supreme Economic Council. The point is 
that it is very good to regulate the import, but we need to leave the 
opportunity for the market to amend our plans. If this does not 
happen, then we will have even more blows to the forehead than we 
have from the side of firm regulation of planned purchases. The 
level of retail prices is largely determined by the nature of the 
market, hence the pressure on cooperative prices, etc. Now we have 
such a situation that goods are brought to Moscow from the 
provinces. 


Sheinman. Long live the private shopkeeper. 


Sokolnikov. Not "long live the private shopkeeper," Comrade. 
Sheinman, this is a little demagogy, and there is no need for such a 
policy in the People's Commissariat of Internal Affairs, which would 
enable a private trader to organize unrestrained speculation and 
which would turn our cooperative and state bodies into actual allies 
of speculators. 


Chairman. The floor is given by Comrade Uglanov. 


Uglanov. Comrade Sheinman in his report mentioned some of the 
activities of the Moscow City Bank, which are speculative in nature. 
I must state that this is the first time I hear about this from Comrade 
Sheinman. We will try in the near future to check the activities of the 
Moscow City Bank and its director, and I will submit the materials 
in writing. 

Voice. Comrade Uglanov is to blame for this. 

Uglanov. I do not take this personally, and I think that Comrade 


Sheinman did not say this. 
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Comrade Sheinman said that I grieve about the Moscow consumer 
cooperatives. If we sometimes listened to complaints from Moscow 
consumer cooperatives regarding pressure, then only in the part 
when in Moscow it came to the point that the supply of white flour 
was only for one day. We did not show any panic, only in the form 
of personal conversations with comrades. I told Stalin and Kamenev 
that the situation here is rather slippery. I did not write any papers 
about this. We received assurances from Comrade Sheinman that 
Moscow would be provided with bread, and we believe that the 
question is over. Consumer cooperatives appealed to the Bureau of 
the MK, whether it is possible to enter the Central Committee with 
a petition to change the policy of procurement prices. The MK 
Bureau rejected this. 


When I talk about this, I must add that in Moscow we had rye bread 
for two months, and white for one month. Now we have a supply of 
black bread for 2 weeks, and white for 7 days. We hold on because 
we know the difficulties the government is in. 


The third question is about speculators in Moscow. Indeed, a lot of 
speculators have come to Moscow. This is due to the fact that the 
general plan for the movement of goods into the countryside is 
directed mainly towards the main grain-procurement regions, 
therefore the secondary and tertiary agricultural peasant regions are 
bare, there are no goods there. In this regard, many speculators- 
hucksters have come to Moscow, they grab the goods in pieces, 
several meters each, and take them away in bags. If you bless, we 
can clear Moscow of speculators a week, and if you authorize, we 
can set such a crash in Moscow that we will drive all speculators 
away. This can be done. 


I'll move on to general questions. I believe that if we look at the 
situation in the Party and in the country, we must proceed from the 
fact that the general rate of rapid economic development has 
mobilized the Party from this angle, and everywhere, in all our 
economic bodies, provincial and regional, they are making big plans 
for fast pace of economic development, etc. And now we still see; 
that with this rate of economic development, which has been created 
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in the country and the party, the situation is somewhat different, as 
the statistics indicate. Unlike the past meetings of the Politburo or 
the plenum of the Central Committee - there were no such 
arguments as today - our entire economic plan, the entire 
conjuncture, and all paths of further development two weeks after 
the plenum of the Central Committee were subjected to a more 
serious test. That is why the point is not that everything is very well 
with us. That's why I think that when comrade. Kamenev said that 
we saw difficulties, then, in my opinion, if we saw these difficulties, 
it was necessary to consider them not philosophically, but 
realistically. It was necessary to draw up plans, more or less realistic, 
which could be carried out. I spoke with Comrade Kamenev and 
told him that since last year the question of increasing the program 
of the metal industry four times was considered, couldn't it have 
been possible this year not to draw up the programs of the metal 
industry and other industries in a finished form, and to come up so 
that within a year, two times ... In the past year, the program of the 
metal industry was revised four times, and even five times for 
GOMZ, and this did not work out worse. 


At all crossroads, they called and gave promises in the area of pre- 
war wages and everything and everyone. I think that although we 
are conducting a planned socialist economy, but this is not yet fully 
achieved, some methods of capitalist economic management must 
be applied. One comrade who came from abroad said that the 
capitalists were laughing at us: this is a fool, the harvest is good, so 
they rang about it everywhere, and now, in connection with this, 
prices on the market are falling. Now it is not known who will sell 
bread on the European market before us. 


I think that in the future it is necessary to raise the question of 
establishing statistical accounting. I have carefully read the minutes 
of the meeting of the Council of People's Commissars, at which there 
was a report on the Central Statistical Office under the chairmanship 
of Comrade Rykov. The representatives of the economic bodies, 
keeping their own statistics, severely criticized the work of the CSO. 
I do not know to what extent this business has been brought, but 
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that the question of the statistical apparatus and accounting is 
acquiring great importance is a fact, this question must be raised in 
the near future. 


Second question. Now more than ever before, it is necessary to raise 
the question of linking the activities of Party and Soviet bodies. The 
Party must be given an orientation in the current economic 
conditions. The plenum of the Central Committee did nothing on 
these issues since there were no conclusions. Now only conclusions 
are drawn from the plenum of the Central Committee. The decisions 
that will now be taken should be carried out not only along the 
Soviet line, along the line of the provincial executive committees, but 
also along the line of the provincial committees. The Politburo of the 
Central Committee should send out a detailed letter explaining the 
essence of the decisions made and the essence of the country's 
economic situation. This will need to be done as best as possible and 
as soon as possible. 


Chairman. Any questions? 


Rykov. It has been reported here regarding the pressure on the seed 
loan installments. I would like to know if it is correct that the seed 
loan is mainly distributed among the peasant poor? Is such a 
directive in strict accordance with the decisions of the plenum on 
aid to the poor 30? 


Sokolnikov. The first question is: are grain tax operations being 
carried out now? Can Comrade Sheinman give a definite answer to 
this? Are there regulations that would change previous assumptions 
about how to develop these operations? 


The second question: what measures in the area of agricultural 
credit could be taken, according to Comrade Sheinman, which 
would ease the situation, since now under p. x. car we are given a 3- 
year loan? Has this issue been discussed? 


Krzhizhanovsky. Comrade Sokolnikov said that the point of view of 
the Presidium of the State Planning Commission and the Market 
Council was such that the Presidium of the State Planning 
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Commission unanimously admitted that there is no inflation, but 
there is a danger of inflation. The Market Council insisted on issuing 
300 million. I have not heard such a resolution, but its point of view 
was that the credit plan was 10 million lower than the plan of the 
Committee of Banks 31. 


Stalin. If I’m not mistaken, the decisions or proposals of the 
Conjunctural Council were published, and the opinion of the State 
Planning Committee presidium was also published? 


Krzhizhanovsky. The Market Council does not publish its decisions. 
He only publishes in the "Economic Life" 32 conjunctures, not 
proposals. 


Stalin. It's all the same. 
Chairman. The floor is given by Comrade Sheinman. 


Sheinman * (* The transcript contains a note from the stenographer: 
"The beginning is hard to hear."). I will first answer the questions 
that were asked to me about the Semssuda and others. I do not know 
whether Alexey Ivanovich turned to me or to Comrade Smirnov? I 
had a peasant and said that they demanded 3 rubles in spring for 
oats issued to the peasant of the former Yegoryevsky district, I don't 
know which province, I think Moscow. gold for each pood. I have 
heard complaints that there is no poor policy regarding the 


Semssud. Yegoryevsky district is listed as one of the poor districts. 


Rykov. Does this mean there is no correspondence with the plenum 
resolution? 


Sheinman. I am not the People's Commissar of Agriculture and I 
cannot give detailed information on this part. On the question of 
Comrade Sokolnikov about grain-lending operations. They are now 
being held at a minimum scale and only in the North-West region, 
in all other regions they have been suspended. 


Voice. According to newspapers, these operations are continuing in 
Ukraine. 
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Sheinman. They notify us that they are not being held, and it is 
impossible to rely on newspaper information. 


As far as agricultural machinery is concerned, we have worked out 
a question so that next year, in the spring, we can shorten the loan 
terms. More sophisticated machines, sent to wealthy peasants, if you 
lend for long periods, then focus the payment on the first term. On 
the part of collective farms, leave the current system. In the Soviet 
Republic, you will often find that kulaks are fighting under the guise 
of poor people. Under our policy, we must look not only at the firm, 
but also who is sitting under it, but still, the policy of supporting 
collective farms must be observed. (In one of the district committees 
in Moscow, they pretended to me that I allowed the collection 
among employees in favor of the poorest peasants so that their 
children could go to school. They said: it is not good to help the 
peasants by collecting. But our country is poor, and the peasant 
economy is poor, and when this economy suffers a crop failure or 
the horse dies, the peasant is forced to go with a bag. We cannot 
abandon our poor policy.) Comrade. Sokolnikov says that a kulak is 
hiding under the name of a collective farm. 


Sokolnikov. I want more money to be paid. 


Sheinman. And I want the poor not to be poor, so that there is no 
shortage of goods and there is no question of inflation. 


Molotov. It turns out that you are pursuing a poor policy, and 
everyone else is not. 


Sheinman.I now turn to the biggest question, Comrade Rykov's 
question about inflation and how to avoid this thing. The balance of 
agriculture in relation to the city is active. I reported to the STO and 
the Politburo about this and said that there were officially published 
figures for the active balance of 250 million rubles. In fact, it is 
higher. Under these conditions, there is no way to get away from 
what in theory is called inflation. If a man collects money and 
deposits it into a savings bank, at least into his savings bank - a 
money-box, then we will avoid the harmful effects of inflation. We 
are not prepared for this task by holding down prices for 
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manufactured goods. When some unfortunate 40 million rubles 
were ordered in July. to throw them into these areas, we were able 
to knock them out only by the end of September, because in the 
spring there was a mood to sell to the one who pays better, i.e., 
private. 


I propose to fix that in the spring we will have a crisis of building 
materials and glass, because they gave an order to consider glass as 
an unplanned product, and a private trader responded by saying 
that he already buys glass at a price twice as high, and if he paid 
twice as high now, then in the spring it will be 4 times more 
expensive. If by this time you have installed the glass industry and 
there will be glass, then I will say, you caught him, but still the 
situation is such that he catches you. 


Voice. It also happens vice versa. 


Sheinman. These are isolated cases in which the Ilyin merchants 33 
could have paid off, whom Comrade Sokolnikov caught in a dozen 
and who are all registered with the GPU, but the peasant judges 
otherwise, and it is impossible to fool a wide market. Whoever gives 
the glass will be the master in this market. 


The question of inflation and our preparation to fight it. The 
question of strengthening the currency, improving peasant 
confidence has not yet been resolved, and only now can we say that 
we are getting down to this question. We scold cooperation, I scold 
it first. I do not remember which of the comrades, but to some of 
those present, I said that it would be bad if the cooperation 
continued to move as it does now, only relying on our support, but 
not being driven by a stick (Iremembered: I said this in the Politburo 
and Comrade Stalin). If our directives are violated, what can I do 
only? Write to the prosecutor. I wrote to the prosecutor and the 
NkJust of the republic, comrade Kurskiy received no answer. 
Member of the board of the NKJust of the RSFSR comrade 
Yakhontov told me that one can only answer for this by arrest for 3- 
4 days, because this is not provided for by law. 


Rykov. This is what we all say. 


168 


Sheinman. Then I repeat that it is good if I learned what everyone 
was talking about. The peasant economy's demand for goods will 
grow very quickly, because we educated the peasant: what a tractor 
is, what is coal, etc. If the cooperation is not set up now (it will not 
stand up itself, but will be set up), then in a year, in the face of the 
peasant, private capital will develop, because he knows how to 
trade cheaper. This requires more than just economic regulation. 


Stalin. What about draconian measures? 


Sheinman. Draconian measures - and they must be taken. This is 
what seems to be the root of the answer to the disagreement when a 
man sells bread, in autumn or spring? He sells when it is more 
profitable for him, and it is more profitable for the peasant earlier, 
because he can then buy what he needs, and in the spring he doubts 
whether he can get the right product. We have some inertia in this 
matter because no one wants to pay attention to this. It would be 
useful for us to see how the teeth of our machine are connected. 


Rykov. Soviet sabotage, or what? 


Sheinman. This is not sabotage, but different. Comrade Sokolnikov 
reproached: what kind of People's Commissariat of Foreign Trade 
are you if you refuse to import goods in the first quarter? But I am 
not only the People's Commissariat for Internal Affairs, but Iam also 
a member of the Council of People's Commissars, Iam a member of 
the STO, I am a member of the RCP, and if we have difficulties, 
currency difficulties, then I say: it is easier to turn, I refuse to import, 
I, Narkomvnutorg, vote against the internal market and say: donate 
those millions to hardware. Why? I can explain. I said that in the 
conditions under which we find ourselves, to engage in the task of 
saturating domestic markets by importing goods to the detriment of 
an industry based on imported raw materials and imported 
equipment is a pursuit of our own shadow. We have industrial 
goods in which we experience hunger, for which we only need 
equipment, and we have our own raw materials: cement, timber, 
bricks. I say: give millions for this thing, and there is nothing 
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counter-revolutionary and anti-communist in my statement. I voted 
correctly when I refused these 20 million rubles. finished goods. 


Voice. And what about rayon? 


Sheinman. I am not a production worker, I told the service station 
that maybe artificial silk does not rely on my own raw materials, but 
Iam not a production worker, this is Comrade Pyatakov’s business, 
he must come and say what they will be used for. I will not argue 
with him, but I look at the issue from the point of view of the 
capacity of the domestic market. 


On the issue of refinancing. Let's agree - I ask Comrade Kuibyshev, 
because the Politburo cannot do this so that he investigates the issue 
of funding. After all, what was the financial program based on? To 
prepare 160 million poods, and we prepared them. What are they 
scaring us with? After all, I have no disputes with Comrade 
Sokolnikov about that, and I do not demand to give money earlier, 
and not depending on the progress of the blanks. Let Comrade 
Kamenev will testify that there is a fight with your assistants every 
Monday because of this. If we asked for another 1 million rubles, 
then we were told: no, sorry, the plan was written for so much, not 
a penny more. Am I getting it right? 


Kamenev. Right. 
Sokolnikov. In the fall, we had a disagreement that you do not state. 


Sheinman. Everyone has disagreements, and not always only one 
side is to blame. Refinancing? I do not admit my mistake. Here they 
talked about what the entire procurement program and the entire 
financing program were based on. Today Comrade In the evening 
Kamenev will see that we are not saying: give money earlier, and 
when the bread arrives, give money, that is, cover the incoming 
bread. I will leave without comment everything that Comrade 
Quiring said and draw attention to one circumstance that I said 
about the teeth of our machine. We have become a parliamentary 
country, and the parliament is placed not outside, but inside. 
Outside parliament is an institution outside the government. We 
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agreed that we were sending people, each one of our own, to see 
what was happening on the ground. Comrade Frumkin sent, 
Comrade Quiring sent, and Sheinman sent. Receives Comrade 
Quiring material, but he doesn't give me material and says that he 
needs to use them. The materials say that the local authorities in the 
South-East have done this and that. If they did it in the Armavir 
region, where prices reached 1 rub. 60 kopecks, then this is not news 
for us. [I] Comrade. Mikoyan said at the plenum that in some areas 
they held a demonstration. But is this the system of Soviet work? If 
you receive a report on grain procurements, then you go with this 
report, as a deputy of the opposition faction, in order to speak with 
it in due time. It would be better to send this material to a place 
where it can be used. Do not forget that Sheinman is responsible for 
the domestic market, no matter what your opinion of it is, you are 
obliged to reckon with him and are obliged to give him material, just 
as I think it is not useless to turn to Comrade Pyatakov on industrial 
issues, and I am applying. Let's establish a minimum of normal 
relationships. 


Kamenev. Nobody hopes for a maximum of normal relations. 
Rykov. Is this directly related to grain procurement? 
Sheinman. Extremely connected. 


Regarding what Comrade Krasin says. [I know how you are, 
comrade Krasin, urging Uglanov. But all the moves to the Politburo, 
and there we will meet. I will not lose more than shoulder straps. ] 
Comrade. Krasin poses as an innocent person: "My business is to 
sell." This is the tragedy that Exportkhleb is a department of the 
People's Commissariat for Foreign Trade or that organization of the 
People's Commissariat for Foreign Trade, which borrows 190 
million rubles. 70 million for export bread. This is not even a 
department of the People's Commissariat for Foreign Trade, but 
something, and operations are carried out regardless of the state of 
the domestic market: whether the Kuban peasant sells bread or does 
not sell - we, they say, do not care, we have a plan, and we must 
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fulfill it. You can't work like that, it's not work. When we have our 
own state farms and state farm landlord grain ... 


Molotov. Why a landlord? 


Sheinman. Sorry, state farm bread. In 1923 we traded the People's 
Commissariat for Food and it was so good that in 1924 we sat down. 
In 1925/26 this cannot be done. With regard to the merger of the 
People's Commissariats, nothing more can be said here against what 
Comrade Stalin and others have already said. I will not dwell on 
this. 


With regard to the analysis given by Comrade Stalin. In my opinion, 
this analysis is absolutely correct. I already spoke about this at the 
plenum. What does Comrade Stalin's analysis amount to? They sold 
too much without considering the situation we have. What was 
going on? We wrote a plan for 780 million poods. Right. I said that 
a plan should be drawn up in 600 million poods, I said: what are you 
afraid of, if we manage to procure more than 600 million poods, our 
apparatus will still be able to cope with this larger amount of 
procurement * (* The transcript contains a litter stenographers: 
“Several people speak at once, it is difficult to understand 
anything.”).My position in this respect is extremely favorable, 
voting in the service station is not recorded, but there are reports in 
the cases, you can view them. Comrade Tsyurupa can confirm that 
my first plan was 600 million poods. for a year. When they urged 
me on - write a large amount - I wrote. When the figure of 680 
million was proposed, I said if this figure could be reduced by 50-60 
million. But this is not the point. The bottom line is what the harvest 
will be, maybe 5 billion poods, or maybe, on the contrary, less than 
the figure we have assumed. A peasant sells his bread not because 
he wants to sell it, but because he wants to get the goods he needs 
in exchange for this bread. The increase in export abroad led to an 
increase in domestic prices. As of October 15, we prepared 195 
million poods, including industrial crops. Under pressure from the 
People's Commissariat for Internal Affairs, the contract with abroad 
was canceled. 
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It seems to me that the right proposal is to postpone the decision for 
a week. I have a request to be given all the proposals for today or 
tomorrow so that I can understand them. 


Chairman. The proposal is this: not to make any decisions now, but 
on Thursday, two days later, to raise the question of discussing 
Comrade Sokolnikov's report that he has just heard and to create a 
Politburo commission based on these two reports, which will 
examine all these questions. 


Rykov. I am afraid that discussing Comrade Sokolnikov's lecture 
will take up as much time from us as discussing Comrade 
Sheinman's lecture, then we will not be able to examine the 
remaining questions. There is a small question regarding the 
tariffication of state employees, etc., could this small question, 
which requires its resolution, be raised as the first question, and the 
second question is the discussion of Comrade Sokolnikov's report? 


Chairman. The proposal is this: not to make any decision now, not 
to outline the composition of the commission now, but to outline the 
composition of the commission at the next meeting. At the next 
meeting, put first Comrade Rykov's question, and secondly discuss 
Comrade Sokolnikov's report. 


Accepted 34. 


1 RGASPI. F. 17. Op. 163. D. 529. L. 1-141 (uncorrected transcript); 
D. 530. L. 1-135 (transcript with copyright correction); D. 533. L. 1- 
13 (verbatim report). The issue of grain procurements and the 
export-import-currency plan was also considered at a meeting of the 
Politburo on November 1, 1925 (see later in this volume). A verbatim 
record has been issued based on the transcripts of these two 
meetings. 


The meeting on October 26 was attended by members of the 
Politburo - G.E. Zinoviev, L.B. Kamenev and A.I. Rykov, LV. Stalin, 
M.P. Tomsk; candidate members of the Politburo - V.M. Molotov, 
Ya.E. Rudzutak, G. Ya. Sokolnikov; members of the Central 
Committee of the RCP (6) - A.S. Bubnov, E.I. Clearing, L.B. Krasin, 
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G.M. Krzhizhanovsky, G.L. Pyatakov, A.P. Smirnov, N.A. Uglanov, 
A.D. Tsyurupa; candidate members of the Central Committee of the 
RCP (b) - S.I. Syrtsov, V.V. Schmidt; members of the Presidium of 
the Central Control Commission of the RCP (b) - M.F. Shkiryatov, 
N.M. Yanson, E.M. Yaroslavsky, as well as the executive editor of 
the Izvestia newspaper I.I. Skvortsov-Stepanov. 


2 Resolution of the STO "On the plan of grain procurement and grain 
export for 1925-1926." was adopted on July 10, 1925 and approved 
by the Politburo on July 16, 1925. The decree established an 
indicative plan of state grain procurement at 680 million poods. 
(RGASPI. F. 17. Op. 3. D. 511. L. 4.) On August 19, 1925, the STO 
adopted a resolution "On increasing the plan of grain procurements 
and grain imports", according to which an indicative plan of grain 
procurements for 1925/26 was established 780 million poods. This 
resolution was approved by the Politburo on August 27, 1925 (Ibid. 
L. 4, 11-13.) 


3 This refers to the USSR People's Commissariat for Internal Trade. 


4Due to the good harvest, the Soviet leadership hoped to carry out 
significant harvesting volumes as soon as possible. For this, a 
significant network of procurers was deployed and generous 
lending for grain procurements was made. Due to a combination of 
a number of factors - bad weather conditions, competition between 
procurers, rush to export operations - procurement prices have 
increased significantly. This stimulated an increase in commodity 
hunger - a shortage of consumer goods both in the countryside and 
in the city, which undermined the interest of the peasantry in the 
sale of grain. Rising prices for bread, as well as capital expenditures 
in industry were the reasons for the financial difficulties. In July- 
September 1925, over 296.8 million rubles were put into circulation, 
which accounted for 70% of the total issue since the beginning of the 
monetary reform in 1922 (Loevtsky D.A. Money circulation for 10 
years / Bulletin of finance. 1927. No. 11.) 


5 This refers to the II session of the All-Russian Central Executive 
Committee, held on October 13-24, 1925. 
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6 A directive reduction in prices for planned procurers was carried 
out at the end of September - beginning of October 1925. Prices were 
reduced by 10-15%, even more in some regions. (Goland YM Crises 
that destroyed the NEP. Currency regulation during the NEP 
period. Edition 2. M., 1998. S. 19-20.) 


7 A gradual decrease in the procurement plan occurred as the 
monthly plans were refined. For example, the procurement plan for 
October 1925, approved by the STO on October 21, 1925, was 90 
million poods. grain compared with 125 million poods, which were 
supposed to be received in October according to the initial reduced 
procurement plan, approved on July 10, 1925. 


8 Limit price - the upper limit of the price level for this type of 
product. 


9 The resolution of the STO "On supplying the village with 
manufactured goods" of September 9, 1925 provided, in particular, 
"in view of the appearance on the market, in connection with a 
shortage of goods, rush transactions ... instruct the NKVnutorg of 
the USSR to pay attention to the noted phenomenon and attract 
those who make such transactions to legal responsibility ". Banks 
were encouraged to no longer accept orders from individuals to buy 
and sell goods. Local executive committees received the right to 
facilitate the conclusion of agreements between cooperatives and 
trade bodies for the promotion of goods in the countryside, as well 
as use state retail trade bodies on the terms established for 
cooperation. (GARF. P-5674. Op. 1. D. 13. L. 215-218.) 


10 At the meeting of the STO on September 23, 1925, when 
discussing the export-import plan for the first quarter of 1925/26, it 
was decided to reduce the plan for the export of bakery products 
from 125 to 110 million rubles. To finalize the plan, a commission 
headed by Sokolnikov was created. The Commission presented a 
new version of the plan, which retained the same size of grain 
exports, at the meeting of the STO on October 14. However, a week 
later, the commission proposed to reduce the export of bakery 
products to 75 million rubles, which was approved by the STO 
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(Goland Yu.M. The Crises That Destroyed NEP, p. 106). Further 
Sokolnikov sets out these circumstances of the revision of the plan. 


11 Balance is the difference between the amount of exports and 
imports. 


12 According to Professor V.Ya. Zheleznov, by October 1, 1925, the 
amount of money supply increased by more than 80% compared to 
October 1, 1924 (Bulletin of Finance. 1926. No. 4). 


13 On April 21, 1925, the Politburo approved the draft resolution on 
the report of A.D. Tsurupa on a single agricultural tax, which was 
adopted at the XIV conference of the RCP (b) (April 1925). A 
significant reduction in the agricultural tax was envisaged in the 
1925-26 budget year, its differentiated distribution among various 
strata of the peasantry in accordance with the degree of capacity of 
their economy, and a decrease in rates for the poor and middle 
peasants. (RGASPI. F. 17. Op. 3.D. 512. L. 1, 5-8.) 


The 14th XIII Congress of the RCP (b), held on May 23-31, 1924, 
approved the monetary reform carried out in 1922-1924 and 
instructed the Central Committee to uphold the monopoly of 
foreign trade, develop grain exports and ensure an active balance of 
foreign trade. (The CPSU in resolutions and decisions of congresses, 
conferences, and plenums of the Central Committee. T. 3. M., 1984. 
S. 206.) 


15 This refers to the decision of the Politburo of June 11, 1925: "Allow 
the NKVT to complete negotiations with the Dreyfus firm." 
(RGASPI. F. 17. Op. 3.D. 506. L. 2.) See note 22 to the transcript of 
August 2, 1923. 


16 February 19, 1925 The Politburo made a decision: "... b) Offer 
Krasin to leave for Paris without delay." (RGASPI. F. 17. Op. 3.D. 
489. L. 1.) March 13, 1925 L.B. Krasin was approved as chairman of 
the concession commission at the trade mission of the USSR in 
France. (Ibid. D. 492. L. 6.) On August 27, 1925, the Politburo made 
a decision: "... to invite Krasin to leave immediately for Moscow." 
(Ibid. D. 517. L. 3.) 
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17 On the issue of grain export, deputy. People's Commissar for 
Foreign Trade M.I. Frumkin spoke at meetings of the Politburo on 
July 23, August 13 and 27, September 3 and 17, 1925 (RGASPI. F. 17. 
Op. 3. D. 512. L. 4-5; D. 515. L. 6; D. 517.L. 6, 11-13; D. 518. L. 2; D. 
519. L. 1.) 


18 On the issue of grain export at the meetings of the Politburo L.B. 
Krasin spoke on October 26 and 29, 1925 (RGASPI, F. 17, Op. 3, D. 
525, sheet 1; D. 526, sheet 1.) 


19 In 1924, the structure of state management of grain procurements 
and purchases was reorganized. The general management of state 
grain procurements was entrusted to the  grain-fodder 
administration of the USSR People's Commissariat of Trade. The 
Bread Committee was created under the People's Commissariat as 
the body coordinating centralized grain purchases. 


20 Apparently, this refers to the meeting of the Politburo of October 
22, 1925, where the question of foreign trade was discussed. 
(RGASPI. F. 17. Op. 3. D. 524. L. 6-7.) 


21 This refers to the Council of People's Commissars of the Tatar 
ASSR. 


22 This refers to the leadership of the North Caucasian Regional 
Committee of the RCP (b). 


23 This refers to the leadership of Siberia. 


24 This refers to the Plenum of the Central Committee of the RCP 
(Bolsheviks), which was held on October 3-10, 1925. Kamenev spoke 
at this plenum on October 9, 1925 with a report entitled "The Next 
Issues of Economic Policy.” (RGASPI. F. 17. Op. 2.D. 197. L. 62-67 


rev.) 


25 This refers to the resolution of the Politburo of July 30, 1925 on 
the directive prices for bread, which stipulated "that the price to be 
set for the next period for wheat will not be lower than the ruble." 
(RGASPL F. 17.Op. 3. D. 513. L. 5.) 
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26 "Commercial and Industrial Newspaper" - organ of the Supreme 
Council of National Economy, published in 1922-1929. Chief editor 
of the newspaper M.A. Saveliev. According to N. Valentinov's 
recollections, Torgovaya-promyshlennaya gazeta “participated in 
the most energetic way in all the campaigns conducted by the 
Supreme Economic Council: drawing up correct cost estimates and 
annual balances of economic enterprises, lowering prices, 
establishing depreciation funds, increasing labor productivity, 
fighting for a mode of economy and etc. " (Valentinov N. (N. Volsky) 
New economic policy and the crisis of the party after Lenin's death. 
Years of work in the Supreme Council of the National Economy 
during the NEP: Memories. M., 1991. 5S. 339.) 


27 This refers to the meeting of the Politburo of June 11, 1925, at 
which Stalin was present. (RGASPI. F. 17. Op. 3. D. 506. L. 1.) See 
also note 16. 


28 Purchasing power is the ability of a monetary unit to exchange 
for a certain amount of goods. 


29 Parity is the ratio between monetary units, currencies of different 
countries, established either by their gold content, or by purchasing 
power in relation to a certain set of goods and services. 


The 30 October plenum of the Central Committee of the RCP (b) in 
1925 adopted a resolution "On the work of the party among the rural 
poor", which, in particular, provided for facilitating the access of the 
rural poor to agricultural and credit cooperation (state assistance in 
making shares), providing the poor with material assistance 
through concessional loans and encouraging the creation of 
collective farms. (The CPSU in Resolutions ... Vol. 3.P. 413-417.) 


On June 12, 1924, the Politburo approved a regulation on the 
Banking Committee under the Board of the State Bank, which was 
formed "to coordinate the activities of credit institutions and 
develop general issues of regulating bank lending.” (RGASPI. F. 
17.Op. 3. D. 443.L. 4, 19.) 
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32 "Economic Life" - financial newspaper, published in Moscow in 
1918-1941. 


33 We are talking about currency speculators. The People's 
Commissariat of Finance of the USSR was located on Ilyinka Street 
and at the same time the well-known "black exchange" 
("American"), where transactions with foreign exchange values 
were carried out. 


34 The continuation of the consideration of the issue of the export- 
import-currency plan was twice postponed (RGASPI. F. 17. Op. 3. 
D. 525. sheet 1; D. 526. sheet 1) and was submitted to the meeting of 
the Politburo on November 2 (see (see the following transcript in 
this volume). 
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Transcripts of the meetings of the Politburo of the Central 
Committee of the RCP (b) December 1925 


Source: Transcripts of the meetings of the Politburo of the Central 
Committee of the RCP (b) -VKP (b) 1923-1938. Moscow. ROSSPEN. 
2007. Volume 1 1923-1926. Ps 425-484 
Archive: RGASPI. F. 17. Op. 163. D. 534. L. 1-103 (uncorrected 
transcript); D. 535. L. 1-142 (transcript with copyright and editorial 
revision); L. 143-160 (verbatim report). 


December 10, 1925 1 
Comrade Kamenev. 


Kuibyshev *. (* The fragment of V.V. Kuibyshev’s speech marked with 
asterisks (* *) is not in the uncorrected transcript. Probably, the first part 
of Kuibyshev’s speech was not stenographed. 


First of all, why did we start studying the grain-feed balance of 
CSO 2? A few words about the history of the issue. [The work of the 
CSB, for obvious reasons, has existed for along time. The data of our survey 
work forced us to make an assumption about the incorrectness of the CSO 
activities in the field of a number of statistical works. This question was 
raised by me before the Chairman of the Council of People’s Commissars, 
Comrade Rykov.] Chairman of the Council of People's Commissars, 
Comrade. Rykov decided to deliver a report on the activities of the 
CSO at a meeting of the Council of People's Commissars. There, 
from the report itself and from the debate, it became clear that not 
all is well at the CSB. In accordance with this SNK [at meeting 23 / VI 
of this year] instructed the RCP to examine the activities of the CSO, 
and in his resolution indicated that it is necessary “to present a draft 
resolution that would cover the activities of the CSO from the point 
of view of social and political relations with our entire community, 
from the point of view of the internal structure, the correspondence 
of works and statistical data with reality and a draft of the measures 
to be taken in the field of organizing the entire statistical apparatus 
from top to bottom” 3. 
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Fulfilling the instructions of the Council of People's Commissars, we 
examined the organizational structure of the CSB, studied the 
methods of its work, and on the basis of all this we are developing 
appropriate proposals. At the same time, we set ourselves the task 
of fulfilling another part of the instructions of the Council of People's 
Commissars - the compliance of work and statistical data with 
reality. [| There is no need to point out the particular importance of 
checking this part of the CSO’s activities.| We decided to revise the 
estimated grain feed balance published by the CSO for 1925/26, as 
the largest work of the CSB 4, [making it possible to do the most 
important, in terms of influence states, findings. ] 


[This work lasted about two months.] To carry out this work, a special 
commission was created under the chairmanship — of 
Comrade Yakovleva, in whose work a number of leading 
statisticians were involved.I will name Professor Chelintsev - a 
major expert on agriculture and economic statistics, consisting, by 
the way, of a consultant to the CSO, Professor Rybnikov, an 
economist known [for his work on agricultural statistics and in 
particular on handicrafts], Professor Strumilin - a party member, 
famous statistician comrade Groman. I will not point to a number of 
other important statisticians who worked in the commission. We 
have every opportunity to say that all measures have been taken for 
the most serious study of this issue. 


The work of the commission lasted about two months. The 
Collegium of the NK RKI heard the report of this commission and, 
after a long debate and careful discussion, fully adopted the 
provisions of the commission for assessing the activities of the CSB 
in the field of grain-feed balance 5. Everyone has a corresponding 
detailed resolution of the RCT board. Therefore, I will focus only on 
our most important conclusions in the field of assessing the grain 
feed balance of the CSO. 


The first question is the assessment of the overall reliability of this 
grain-feed balance. For its correct construction, it is necessary to 
determine the following basic quantities: sown area, harvest, then 
the number of farms and population. Checking the calculation of 
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these basic quantities gives us the opportunity to judge the 
reliability of the balance itself. 


Let's take the cultivated area. The practice of statistical work shows 
that the peasant, out of fear of a large tax, in most cases, somewhat 
reduces in his testimony in statistical surveys the area of his 
sowing. This phenomenon, of course, is quite natural, it is observed 
everywhere and, of course, must be taken into account when 
summing up certain results. How is this taken into account? It is 
necessary to make one or another allowance for the sown area, 
calculated as a result of statistical surveys. 


What did the CSO do to determine the sowing area for 
1925/26? Back in 1922, the CSB calculated approximate corrections 
to the readings, which were obtained as a result of a survey of the 
population. The amendments were distributed approximately as 
follows: 10-15% for the consuming zone, 15-20% for the producing 
zone, 26.7% for Belarus, etc. So, the CSO introduced these very 
amendments into the calculation of the sowing area for 1925/26. Is 
this correct? No, it's wrong. 


First of all, the significant size of the amendments indicates that the 
issue of allowances is very important, and therefore requires the 
most serious attention. 


At the same time, this case is also extremely complex. How far the 
peasants hide their sowing area depends on a variety of reasons. In 
1923, the peasants were still living on the psychology of surplus 
appropriation; they were afraid that everything would be taken 
from them, leaving them only what was needed for their 
consumption. On the other hand, there has now been a very 
significant decline in agricultural production. tax. Should this affect 
the size of the amendments? Undoubtedly. Now there is no doubt 
less incentive for the peasantry to hide the area under crops. Was it 
possible to determine the size of the amendments every year? Of 
course, this is extremely difficult, but it can be determined; in each 
given year, it is possible, with the help of local observations in 
different places, to eventually derive one or another statistical 
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average, which will give an idea of the size of the hidden crop. Did 
the CSB do so?No.CSO the same percentage of the 
premium, which, perhaps, was correct for 1923, was accepted in 
1924, and even in 1925. It is quite obvious that this template is 
absolutely unacceptable in such an important matter. It was 
necessary to work hard to find other ways to calculate the 
increments, and then, in all likelihood, the results would have been 
somewhat different. One may think that now the concealment of the 
sowing area is carried out to an extent than in 1922, when the CSO 
made its observations. In any case, this first mistake undoubtedly 
shakes the planted area figures set by the CSO. 


What methods were used to calculate the second component of the 
grain-feed balance - the yield? It's the same statistical routine 
here; again, in 1923, on the basis of the estimates of the local 
statistical agencies, the CSO added half a point in relation to all the 
testimonies obtained in this or that region. The harvest was 
calculated in points, and if, for example, in a particular area, based 
on a survey of the population and observations, the harvest was 
determined at three points, then the CSO mechanically adds half a 
point, assuming incorrect readings from the population. The same 
was done when determining the harvest for 1925/26. In addition to 
the considerations already expressed, there is another major, eye- 
catching abnormality: these half points are added equally to low, 
medium, and high yields. Therefore, we get the following picture: 
where there is one point, CSO with the addition of another half point 
increases the yield by 50%; if you add half a point to two points, the 
yield increases by 25%, and with a yield of 4 points, the 
corresponding addition increases this yield by only 12%. Thus, if we 
take the areas where there was crop failure, then the CSO increases 
the yield by about 60-80% and, undoubtedly, distorts the picture of 
the present state of affairs. Let us take some examples for 
illustration: in those places where, according to the autumn survey, 
the harvest was 18 poods, according to a point estimate with an 
allowance in the figures of the CSO, there is a harvest of 32 poods. In 
the provinces, where the average yield per tithe, according to the 
same survey, was 22 poods, the CSB shows 36 poods. Thus, here we 


183 


have a deviation of 60 to 80%. Consequently, here, in the field of 
calculating the yield, the methodological error made leads to a great 
inaccuracy, 


The third point is the population. The CSO calculates the population 
on the basis of the NKFin data on the collection of the agricultural 
tax. Is it possible to fully rely on these data of NKFin? On the one 
hand, there is an artificial division of farms, which the peasantry 
produces in order to get rid of the high tax rate; on the other hand, 
since the poor pay the tax to a lesser extent or are completely exempt 
from it, there is no doubt that when we come to such strata of the 
peasantry, the accuracy of the calculation of the population by the 
NKFin decreases. Thus, both in the field of calculating the area of 
crops, and in relation to calculating the yield and population, we do 
not have any correct methods of calculation that give a guarantee of 
the correctness of the conclusions. In order to present the picture 
even more clearly, it must be borne in mind that in such huge 
numbers, with which the CSB deals, when everything has to be 
multiplied, if not by hundreds, then by tens of millions, the slightest 
inaccuracy, ultimately, gives major errors and inaccuracies in the 
area of calculating the sown area, harvest, etc.; multiplied by a 
million times, they increase in such errors that make the entire grain- 
feed balance completely unreliable. 


To illustrate, I will dwell on one more point that characterizes the 
work of the CSO in this area: we found that when distributing by 
acreage, only field crops were taken into account, and farmstead 
crops were not taken into account at all. According to the CSB, it 
turns out that non-sown and low-sown crops have increased 
significantly; on the other hand, according to the same information, 
the size of grain shortages on unseed and low-sown peasant farms 
also increased. But here are some figures for you: if we take the 
consuming regions only for field crops, then there will be 2.4% 
without sowing, and if we take the farmstead land, except for field 
crops, then we get 1.5%, i.e., significantly less. In the producing 
regions, if we take only field crops, then there will be 5.1% of 
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seedless crops, and if we take field and farmstead crops, then 2.6% 
are obtained without sowing, i.e., twice smaller. 


The second main issue is the distribution of marketable grain by 
sowing groups. For characterization, we take the same sowing 
groups that the CSO also took, i.e., for example, in the consuming 
regions, the economy up to 2 dess <yatin> - poor, from 2 to 4 - middle 
peasants, from 4 to 6 - well-to-do and over 6 - rich. If the grain 
surpluses are properly distributed over these sowing groups, then a 
completely different picture is obtained. 


What are the main reasons for this difference? First of all, the CSO 
already had the data of the spring survey of 1925 at its disposal, but 
they were not developed, and the CSO took the seed groups of the 
data from 1924. I will illustrate the resulting difference with several 
examples. Let's take groups of up to 2 dess <yatin>. In consuming 
regions, it turns out that in 1924 there were 58.6% of peasant farms 
up to 2 desyatins, and in 1925 - 53%, i.e., 5.5% less; in the North 
Caucasus in 1924 there were 24.7% of such poor peasants, and 
according to the spring survey of 1925, their number was already 
20%, i.e., 4% less. [There are, of course, other examples: if we take the 
Caucasus, then peasant farms over 16 dessyatins, according to 1924, were 
4%, according to 1925. - five%. Here, as you can see, the CSO, having 
made groupings according to the data of 1924, somewhat underestimated 
the share of farms with 16 dessiatines in this region. But there are very few 
such facts, and in most cases these mistakes tend to exaggerate stratification 
and diminish the role of the middle peasants. ] 


I repeat once again: each of the amendments that I make, at first 
glance, may seem insignificant, but in general calculations, the 
difference in the calculation of bundles by 4-5% is only one term out 
of the total sum of many errors, which together, in the end, give a 
monstrous the difference between what really happened and what 
happened at the CSO. 


Another important fact is the determination of the grain surplus. To 
determine the mass of marketable bread, i.e., bread thrown on the 
market, you need to know not only the total harvest, but also the 
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consumption of the peasant himself, how much he spends on 
feeding the livestock, what reserves he leaves. This own 
consumption of the peasantry, thanks to its multimillion-dollar 
mass, undoubtedly plays a very important role in the grain-feed 
balance. 


How did the CSB approach this issue? The CSO has introduced in 
the balance sheet the same nutritional standards for all segments of 
the population - for the poor, for the middle peasants, and for the 
rich. Is it correct? Undoubtedly not, and undoubtedly this led to 
great mistakes. Can we say that the kulak and the poor man eat 
alike? Of course not. Everyone knows that the kulak consumes 
much more bread than the poor man. In most cases, the kulak eats 
better, often his family is larger, but the poor man is often 
malnourished. From the data of the budget survey of peasant farms, 
we can conclude that the food norms of the population deviate from 
the average by about 12% towards the rich and by 10% towards the 
poor. Thus, the poor consume 90%, the rich 112%, and the difference 
between the poor and the kulaks is 22%. CSO, having introduced in 
their calculations the same nutritional norms for all strata of the 
population, they completely did not take into account all these 
considerations. Again, this question is by no means 
unimportant. This difference of 22% is rather an understatement, 
and life observations say that it is even more significant; But even if 
we take this difference of 22%, then multiplied by the entire mass of 
grain that goes to feed the peasantry, it will already give large 
numbers, and ignoring it, of course, greatly distorts the overall 
picture. 


What did the CSO get from this mistake, as a result of applying the 
same norms for all segments of the population? It is clear that this 
mistake belittled the poor man's surplus and exaggerated the rich 
man's surplus. In fact, the poor eat worse and throw their bread on 
the market in a larger amount than the CSB assumed. On the other 
hand, the rich eat better and throw less bread on the market. This 
mistake, which amounts to tens of millions of poods, is undoubtedly 
one of the main ones and acts in the direction of exaggerating the 
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stratification, in the direction of exaggerating the surplus among the 
rich and reducing the surplus among the poor. 


The same applies to livestock feeding. According to the CSB, it turns 
out that the poor and the rich feed the cattle in exactly the same 
way. Of course, here, too, this is a gross methodological error. If we 
take budget surveys of the peasant economy, it turns out that the 
deviation towards the rich man will be about 20% from the average 
rate of feeding livestock, which we take as 100, and towards the poor 
man will also be 20%. those. the share of marketable grain is again 
decreasing among the poor and exaggerated among the rich. This 
time the difference between the rich and the poor reaches 50% (80% 
of the average for the poor and 120% for the rich). In addition, the 
CSO made a major mistake in relation to livestock, adding only 3% 
to the number of livestock in 1924. whereas, according to the data of 
the CSB, the cattle has increased in 1925 in comparison with 1924 by 
17 1/2. 


These methodological errors [which may seem insignificant at first 
glance, in fact] give very large numbers. These figures for nutrition, 
feeding of livestock and livestock growth, all this taken together, 
multiplied by the millions of farms that we have, give a very large 
sum, which, being incorrectly distributed among groups, distorts 
the picture of the real state of affairs. 


Another methodological error. It lies in the fact that the CSO did not 
take into account the stocks left by the peasants. The peasants, and 
to a greater extent the well-to-do than the poor, leave reserves both 
in order to fight the price policy of the state, and in order to insure 
themselves against a possible crop failure in the future, 
etc. According to the data of the budgets of peasant farms in 1923- 
24, which were developed by the Central Statistical Office at our 
insistence, there is a very significant difference in the calculation of 
the main elements of the grain-feed balance, such as the norms of 
feeding, nutrition, etc., in comparison with the data that formed the 
basis for calculating the balance. In this case, we get such a picture 
that in the North Caucasus all the rich peasants, according to the 
supposed grain-feed balance of the CSO, will sell 76 million 
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poods. of bread, and if we take into account the remaining reserves 
according to the budget data of 1923-24, then these rich people will 
throw into the market not 76.5 million, but 66 million poods. In 
Ukraine, if according to the grain-fodder balance the rich will throw 
out 129.5 million poods, then taking into account these reserves, the 
size of the participation of the rich in the sale of bread will be 
expressed in the amount of 110.7 million poods. Thus, the neglect of 
stocks acts in the same direction - in the direction of increasing the 
role of the kulaks in the sale of grain and in glossing over, in 
reducing the role of the middle peasant. The situation with forage is 
about the same. 


How is this marketable bread distributed among those sowing 
groups that are displayed in the grain-feed balance of the CSO? Of 
course, in this case, we could not undertake the task of drawing up 
the correct distribution of surplus commodity according to sowing 
groups. This is a work that requires special study, special 
development. The CSO could not do this work properly. Here we 
need a radical revision of all the basic elements of the grain-feed 
balance, the instability and weak reliability of which we have 
established. We could provide some comparison of the data that 
points to incorrect conclusions regarding the distribution of the 
grain surplus. Based on the same budget studies of peasant farms, 
we took the actual marketability, i.e., the actual real sale of grain by 
peasants in different groups, and we got the following 
picture, which is not refuted by the employees of the CSO. The real 
sale of bread of those sowing groups that the CSO classifies as low- 
power (there will be about 47% of them) and which appeared in the 
grain-feed balance with a minus (i.e., they do not sell anything), is 
such that they throw out on the market from 2/5 to 1/2 of their gross 
grain harvest. [This table cannot change what is. These data on the grain- 
feed balance show that the picture presented by them is incorrect,] How 
large is the participation of low-power and medium-sized groups of 
the peasantry in the sale of grain, can be seen from the following 
table. 
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Surpl in-feed 
balance 


The middle strata of the population, which, according to the CSO, 








make up about 37% of all farms and throw 46% of all surpluses onto 
the market, according to our estimates, account for 48.6% of all real 
bread sales. The discrepancy here is insignificant, but it grows very 
much when we turn to the well-to-do and wealthy groups. If now 
Comrade. Popov says that the well-to-do and rich instead of 54% 
(and earlier the figure was 61%) will give 42% of all surplus grain, 
then the share of the middle peasantry is still a much larger figure 
than it was indicated in the grain-feed balance of the CSO. All of this 
suggests that the CSB data on grain surpluses are incorrect. And 
since the conclusions are drawn from the grain-feed balance that 
61% of the funds allocated by the government and the state for grain 
procurement go to prosperous kulaks, since it was concluded that 
the funds, the ones we sell for export enrich mainly the rich 
population, insofar as accounting for the real sale of grain is 
extremely important, since this accounting proves that the low- 
powered and middle strata of the peasantry, throwing away a 
significant part of their grain in the fall, participate in this state grain 
trade on a very significant scale and receive significant funds that 
the state gives for grain procurement. This table is presented in 
order to show that the method applied here immediately reveals the 
precariousness and inaccuracy of the figures given by the CSO. If we 
take into account the amendments that we have cited and the 
methodological correctness of which cannot be disputed, then it 
becomes obvious that the surplus on the grain-feed balance of the 
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CSB is distributed incorrectly. If the grain-feed balance of the CSO 
was drawn up correctly, 


Let us now take the question - the relative participation of various 
groups in the purchase of manufactured goods. These figures 
cannot be put in a row with the figures for the grain-feed balance, 
but the very comparison of these figures with the figures for the 
grain-feed balance indicates that the balance is not well and the 
balance presented by the CSB is incorrect. North Caucasus, for 
example. There we have the following picture: farms up to two 
dessiatines have 24% of all purchases of manufactured goods, farms 
from 2 to 8 dessiatines have 45% of purchases of all manufactured 
goods, etc. Very striking data for other areas. In the North-West 
region, farms with crops of up to 2 dessiatines give up to 75% of all 
purchases of manufactured goods, and 20% - farms with 2 to 4 
dessiatines of crops. These farms, marked by the CSO as low- 
capacity and medium-sized, account for 95% of all purchases of 
manufactured goods, 


Since I do not have time to elaborate on the other two questions, I 
will limit myself to some examples. Here comrade. Kamenev asked 
me where was the document that the CSB was trying to carry out as 
a document characterizing the socio-economic stratification of the 
village. 1 made inquiries; it was in the notes of Comrade. Popov, 
submitted to our commission, as well as in a note submitted by the 
Central Statistical Administration to the State Planning 
Commission, which refers to socio-economic groups. 


Socio-economic groupings according to the CSO turn out to be such 
that in the consuming, for example, the region, the well-to-do farms 
with sowing from 4 to 6 acres fell. If we analyze these farms, which 
are included in the wealthy by the CSO grouping, it turns out that 
there are 3.9% horseless, 66% one-horse, 27.9% two-horse. The 
overwhelming majority of these farms are one-horse. If we take into 
account cows (this aspect of the economy must also be taken into 
account), it turns out: single-cow in this group 46%, two-cow 
39%; those. single- and double-cowled 85%. 
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If we take the means of production by [types], then there are two 
threshers for every 100 farms in this group. If we take hired workers, 
it turns out that only 1.7% of farms employ workers. If we take the 
land lease, we have only 8% of [such] farms, renting land on average 
for one farm one tithe of arable land. All these signs indicate the 
complete impossibility of classifying all these farms as well-to- 
do. We take the same group in the consuming regions. There, a 
different number of dessiatines is taken for the wealthy, from 6 to 8 
dessiatines and above. This group has 50% one-horse farms, 2.3% 
horseless and 39% two-horse farms. As for the implements of 
production, there are 6-8 threshers per 100 farms. With the hiring of 
workers - 2.6% of farms. With land lease - 9%. Thus, among 
[4%] farms that the CSO classified as prosperous, apparently there 
are many such farms that should be removed from here. 


Let's take Ukraine. Farms from 6 to 8 acres both in the steppe and in 
the forest-steppe are classified as prosperous. The figures are as 
follows: without draft animals - 24% of farms, with one head - 41%, 
with two heads of draft animals - 30%, three heads and more - about 
4% of farms. There are 1.6 threshers per 100 households. Here is an 
illustration of what the grouping that was produced by the CSO 
leads to. Here, the CSO did not take into account a number of other 
features, besides sowing, it did not take into account the rent, hiring 
of labor, the occupation of trades and the nature of these trades, 
which is known to be different in different groups. Whereas among 
the lower groups the occupation of trades is in the character of 
selling their labor power, in the higher groups it already has a 
capitalist, entrepreneurial character. All these data, which should 
have been taken into account, were not taken into account, 


According to our preliminary data, which cannot in any way be 
passed off as completely accurate data, the picture should turn out 
to be different. In our resolution we give an approximate outline of 
how we believe it is necessary to reorganize the farms. We ourselves 
could not do this work completely, it is a long-term work, and the 
work of statistical agencies. But our decree speaks of the elements 
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that must be taken into account when grouping farms and how these 
groupings should be done. 


I conclude my report with the decisions that were made on the 
report on the leadership of the CSB. In the course of the work, we 
became convinced that to a large extent the mistakes and incorrect 
work of the Statistical Office are explained by poor and insufficient 
leadership on the part of Comrade. Popov.In his speech, 
Comrade Popov at the Collegium of the RCP, both in his report and 
in his concluding remarks, this was clearly revealed. These speeches 
are enough to understand that Comrade. Popov, who was trying to 
become a politician (his speech was brightly political), failed to 
politically substantiate the correctness of his work, at the same time 
he showed himself to be a not very high statistician. [This opinion 
exists in all statistical circles. ] 


We ask the Politburo to pass the following resolution: 


1) Agree with our conclusions about the work of the CSP in the field 
of grain feed balance and 2) change the leadership of the CSP. 


Popov *. (* The speech of P.I. Popov was subjected to significant stylistic 
revisions, 


which is not fully reflected in all cases.) 


There are two sides to the same question. [ Undoubtedly] On the one 
hand, there is a certain political touch in the formulation of this 
question, and on the other hand, the question is purely technical, 
because it includes purely technical considerations. 


[It turns out as if] First of all, it should be noted that the CSO performs 
very important work, covering all aspects of the Union's 
economy. Meanwhile, according to the report of Comrade 
Kuibysheva it seems as if the CSB, for some unknown reason, people 
gather, for some reason they are busy with numbers and, moreover, 
over the wrong numbers. And here he is, Comrade Kuibyshev 
approached the CSO figures, and the figures illuminated everything 
for him. I must inform you that the work of the CSO is being carried 
out according to a certain plan, for it is impossible [to create] just 


192 


numbers, without any plan.The numbers are _ always 
obtained [by] as a result of a certain plan. [Moreover] Feature of 
statistical [methods}works lies in the fact that the program, 
organizational plan, and methods must necessarily be discussed 
and discussed at special commissions, meetings, conferences, 
congresses. Without this, no statistical operation is performed. So, 
how can one assume that the figures received by the CSO are 
obtained by unknown means and by what method. According to a 
specific method, budget data are collected and the grain-feed 
balance is calculated, according to a specific method, a specific plan, 
dynamic processes in the peasant economy are studied. [Including 
compiled a certain economic study, which was used] In particular, the 
data from the development of the dynamic census were used by 
Comrade. Rykov in his last speech, 6 and he drew the conclusions 
that the CSB gave him. 


CSO is a scientific institution working according to certain methods, 
programs, organizational plan, discussed collectively by specialists 
- statisticians and economists. [There is no single person here who can] 
In the work of the CSB it is impossible for someone to do whatever 
he wants, as is often done in many institutions. I repeat. CSO is a 
scientific institution. So, this institution as a scientific institution had 
to be approached. If, Comrade Kuibyshev, you had the task to study 
the activities of the CSO, then you would have to organize a 
scientific examination. But what did you do? You have approached 
the CSO like a hundred other institutions. You have formed a 
departmental commission from your own _ employees. This 
commission was headed by Comrade Yakovlev, a talented person, 
for which I respect him greatly, but he does not have the technical 
knowledge that is necessary for an examination. Then next: who did 
you involve in the audit? Professors Rybnikov, Chelintsev - 
economists of a certain economic bias, but not statisticians. 


[You haven't got together for two months.] The Commission worked 
for two months and met at least a dozen twice *(* So in the 
document). But Comrade Strumilin attended the meetings only once, 
and once Comrade Groman, the CSO employees were not members 
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of the commission - they spoke on the commission [were] as the 
accused. Thus, the commission could not comprehensively and 
objectively illuminate the activities of the CSB. When I came from 
abroad, I immediately saw that the work of the commission was 
going abnormally. Last year, when the RCI was interested in 
questions about grain products, I assembled an expanded CSO 
Board, inviting economists - representatives from the NKFin and 
People's Commissariat for Land and Comrade Yakovlev and his 
staff. At the meeting of the Collegium, a number of reports were 
made by the employees of the CSO on the methods that we use, on 
the materials, the degree of their completeness and accuracy. After 
the report, everyone was asked to speak out, to point out our 
mistakes, if any, we make. The RCT staff were silent, none of them 
spoke. This year, the Collegium should also meet and invite to its 
meeting all specialists who could comprehensively illuminate the 
issue, and here, at a meeting of the Politburo, we could then report 
the conclusion of the Collegium. Unfortunately, this was not done 
this year - I was absent. If this had been done, then I am convinced 
that then it would not have happened, Comrade Kuibyshev, your 
report, and we would not hear all the accusations that are now being 
brought against the CSB. When I got acquainted with the work of 
the commission, came to the conclusion that it was necessary to 
appoint instead of Comrade. Yakovlev, whom I respect very much, 
another comrade who is more competent in matters of 
statistics [face]. But my request was not Comrade Kuibyshev is 
satisfied. You, Comrade Kuibyshev, wanted to dwell on technical 
issues here, but I think that here, in the Politburo, it is absolutely 
impossible to resolve technical issues. But since you, Comrade 
Kuibyshev, nevertheless, considered it necessary to talk about this, 
then I am forced to dwell on these technical issues. 


First of all, I will focus on the first accusation concerning the 
correction factors for determining the sowing area. I argue that the 
RCT misrepresents the CSO's actions. The CSB annually revises the 
correction factors, but if they remain unchanged for some areas, it is 
because there was no data available to revise and change the 
adopted factors.So, in the Southeast, we make a correction in 
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a certain amount of [0.5%] for the inaccuracy of the sowing area, 
and it turns out that this year in the Southeast a special measurement 
of the sown area was made by land surveyors, which gave almost 
the same correction factor as and we give. I repeat, every year we 
review the materials about the amendments, [and see] but we make 
sure that there is no data to change the coefficients, and you [and you 
are doing this] you assert the opposite, assert that we have frozen in 
times of the achieved indicators. Now I turn to the question of 
determining the yield. Your indication that during the autumn 
survey there is absolutely no mechanical selection [incorrect] of farms 
is inaccurate. There is a mechanical selection, [but, however, not 
accurate enough]*(* A fragment of PI Popov’s speech, marked with 
asterisks (* *), is absent in both versions of the transcript and appears only 
in the transcript.) but in carrying it out with the same rigor as in the 
spring survey. The CSO does not insist on methodological and 
technical reasons. The assertion that mechanical sampling and an 
increased sampling rate can refine yield data is indicative of the 
commission's unfamiliarity with the theory and practice of yield 
statistics. The inaccuracy of harvest data is a legacy of the period of 
appropriation and tax in kind, and not the result of the reasons 
indicated by the commission *. Until now, statistical science [of this 
question] and practice has not resolved [and could not resolve] the 
question of what is important in determining the size of the crop - 
whether it is mechanical selection, or the correct selection of 
indications. [We even have a special note on this issue. There is a 
researcher who is specially working on this matter.] On the issue of 
determining the yield, the CSO has a Department of Scientific 
Methodology. In the note that was forwarded to you, the head of 
this department proves that all the adjustments that need to be made 
to correctly determine the crop are made by the CSO. Let's go 
further - about the indiscriminate correction of points and the 
assessment [ coefficient].I submit that the CSB is systematically 
working on this issue [on amendments] ... We had to reckon with the 
fact that the population did not give us the correct instructions, we 
willy-nilly must operate with the materials that we manage to 
collect.We revise the amendments every year. You, Comrade 
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Kuibyshev, you assert exactly the opposite, insisting that we have 
stagnation in this matter, that we are standing in one place. If [you 
had research fellows-experts] you used the results of scientific 
expertise, and not the conclusion of your departmental commission, 
you would certainly not have come to this conclusion. 


Then you talk about a 5% sample survey and make completely 
unfounded statements. (I cannot hear the explanations that Comrade 
Popov gave on this issue.)* The 5% sample provides ample material 
for characterizing the extreme groups for those large regions for 
which the calculation was made. This is the conclusion of the 
Department of Scientific Methodology of the CSO, which has more 
experience and scientific training in this matter than the RCT 
commission *. 


Further [in question] Comrade Kuibyshev dwells on _ the 
consumption rates and feed requirements. Here we are accused of 
allegedly taking the consumption rates and feeding rates the same 
for all groups and did not know that we had budget survey data and 
nutritional data [by groups]. I must say that here too, 
Comrade Kuibyshev, as in his previous statements, is not 
accurate. [We made a reservation in our scheme] First, in No. 105 of the 
Bulletin we indicated that our calculus is only a scheme, but we took 
the same norms only in the initial approach, and then on October 9, 
i.e.,2 months ago, they brought in [then] to the State Planning 
Committee, estimates based on differentiated rates of feeding and 
consumption. You are all about this, Comrade Kuibyshev, you are 
silent, but meanwhile, I repeat, two months ago we did exactly what 
you are talking about, and the State Planning Commission, having 
heard [us, told us to wait with further generalizations], issued a 
resolution that so that we can continue our work. 


Now about the surplus and stocks. Again, Comrade Kuibyshev, you 
are not only [giving information, but you are forcing them to accept] you 
are incorrectly covering the activities of the CSB, but you are 
distorting it. You assert that conclusions were drawn on the basis of 
the Central Statistical Bureau's figures that 61% of all surpluses are 
held by the kulaks. But who made such a conclusion? CSO? No, the 
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CSB did not draw sucha conclusion. Why do you ascribe ridiculous 
conclusions made by someone to the CSB? 


Now about stocks. [Where do you see that we deliberately choose the 
method that Comrade Kuibyshev. We did not choose this method.] Why, 
Comrade Kuibyshev, you argue that the CSO made a grave and 
unacceptable mistake by refusing to determine the amount of stocks 
that the farms of each seeding group should extract from their crops 
and not dump into the market. We have chosen the following 
method. From the total production of grain for each group, we 
exclude all that amount of grain that is consumed by the population 
both for their own nutrition and for feeding livestock. [Remains] 
Then we subtract what is needed for seeding, [still remains] and as a 
result, we get a certain remainder, part of which can be sold, part of 
which can be turned into stock and part used to expand the 
economy. We have argued and assert that the ratio of these three 
parts depends on the conjuncture and price policy: under one policy, 
grain goes into stock in a larger share, under another policy, the 
peasant throws out more grain on the market, on the contrary, [less] 
more. We argue that there is no reason to separate stocks from the 
total balance, for stocks are entirely dependent on the state of the 
conjuncture. Is it possible to know the situation in advance? Who 
knows her? We said [here's a value in three parts] to you: here is the 
amount of residues and surpluses after satisfying the usual needs of 
the rural population itself. These remnants should fall into three 
parts during the financial year. But in what proportion - will depend 
on the conjuncture. The conjuncture is a very complex thing. So, 
everyone thought that in the fall, after a good harvest, bread would 
flow to us at cheap prices, but the situation turned out to be 
completely different: bread goes very poorly and at a price higher 
than we had expected. Who could have foreseen this? How could 
the CSB have foreseen this?It had no data for scientific 
foresight. Could the CSB dictate the policy that determines the 
conjuncture? You should have done this, not the CSO. [This approach 
is economic, not political.] You can blame the CSO for many things, 
but I tell you that the CSO did everything it could and gave 
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everything it could give. Scientific expertise, which, unfortunately, 
did not exist, could tell you this. 


*T turn to the question, which has acquired political significance, 
about which Groups the surplus is concentrated in. (* The fragment 
of the speech marked with asterisks (* *) was so significantly revised by the 
author that it is impossible to reflect this change. Initially it was: “Iam now 
moving on to the questions ... that distinguish her policy, about whether 
the importance of the group has diminished to an indecent value I will tell 
you what is the essence of the issue here (shows the diagram) This group of 
farms "A” has surpluses here, but here there are disadvantages, up to two 
dessiatines of farms have surpluses: farms from two to four dozen have 
surpluses of 21%, from four to six dessiatines - 29%, from six to eight 
dessiatines - 2%, Here are the data of the CSO. Then Comrade Kuibyshev 
took the budget data from us and said: all this is nonsense that up to two 
dessiatines receive 20%. Thus, we have that more wealthy and wealthy 
peasants ... 


What happened? Marketable bread is in the hands of the 
poor. Comrade Yakovlev said that 50% of this marketable grain is with the 
poor. Therefore, the poor man is the bread holder. Here are the conclusions 
to be drawn from the speech of Comrade Yakovleva. Why did_ this 
happen? Simply because there is insufficient familiarity with statistical 
materials. This is the second line - what this group buys. Up to two 
dessiatines are bought by 41% and at the same time 31% are selling: as you 
can see, they buy more than they sell. From two to four dessiatines - buys 
29%; sells 32%. Here, on the contrary, he sells more and buys less. It turns 
out that when you compare further buying and selling, then this group has 
a sine. It is insufficient, but what groups have the last on-farm 
surpluses? Obviously, the wealthy and the rich, not the poor. I think that 
we are miscalculating the poor group. They have five poods per head, but 
they need 12, seven is not enough. He collects oats, barley, and sells them, 
and buys bread for himself. Statistics have established that in the fall a poor 
man sells in order to buy later. The only question is what he sells. There are 
up to 50 million of this kind of on-farm grain, but how much do we 
procure? 400-500 million. This on-farm grain does not go beyond the city 
market on a large scale. This is an on-farm turnover. Here is the mistake of 
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comrades Kuibyshev and Yakovlev, this does not mean that this marketable 
bread is of ordinary scale. This bread is alienated. 


Rykov. How can this be proved? 


Popov. He overturns your entire procurement of bread, overturns 
everything that we have in balance. You will see that 500 million bread 
passes. No. Alexey Ivanovich, this is on budget. And here is our balance 
sheet data. We said that it is not marketability that determines the 
surplus. You cannot think that someone who has nothing, that he will 
collect 5 poods at the time when he needs 12, and that such a poor man is 
some kind of supplier. We published the data in the ” Economic Life” 2 years 
ago. I repeat, I have to talk to you about technical issues, which the expertise 
will obviously tell you, whether it is a technical issue or not. You will make 
political conclusions, but this question is technical. 


Moving on to the next question, are we glossing over the role of the middle 
peasant and who is undergoing enormous political dismemberment 
here. Here I take data on the North Caucasus (shows the diagram), here are 
our groupings, and this is what the RCT offers. We have agricultural crops, 
but crops have one meaning in the North, and in the South they have a 
completely different meaning. 2 tithes of the North are not equal to 2 tithes 
of the South. We unite groups for each district. They are sowing, but for 
crops we called them thin, small, medium, prosperous, rich. There is no 
longer a fist. Fists are found in all groups, but the fist cannot be opened 
based on the seed. This is what we say. When Comrade Kuibyshev says that 
61% are in the kulak, we say that this is not true. The fist cannot be opened, 
it can only be judged by its power. Therefore, we take a different 
scale. See, what happens. Here, in the North Caucasus ... 


Popov (explains the diagram). We do this. Here is the first group, these 
are small farms, medium-sized farms from 6 to 10. Whereas in the North 
... an average farm is from 2 to 4. From 10 to 16 - well-to-do, over 16 - we 
consider rich, i.e., multi-sowing, multi-livestock. Here, you see, it turns 
out like this: 13%, 40%, etc. Here you see 4 and 20. It turns out like this: 
small 12, middle 62, rich 15. Now let's take this area. Here the figures are 
as follows: ... I affirm that they unconsciously followed the wrong path, it 
is dangerous to average different capacities of the economy. There is a 
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dangerous slope here. The kulaks are coming to us on the sly. There is 
danger here. 


Task you, are we doing the right thing with our five factions? Yes, that's 
right, because it is necessary to dismember ... Is it right to act in order to 
force us to give such groups where the average peasant has from ... to ... 
tithes? If you need such an average peasant, then what is it? I tell you: such 
and such is called the middle peasant, such and such rich, etc. And you are 
pushing us ... to the middle peasant. And to fix your attention only on the 
sale of bread, without revealing what they are buying, you are thus making 
the wrong conclusion that the marketable bread is in the hands of the low- 
powered. As for the fact that I “stand low”, and that all the statistical 
agencies say about it, I say to this: do what you do”. (RGASPI. F. 17.Op. 
163. D. 534. L. 16-19.) 


What is the essence of the question? (shows the diagram). This 
diagram shows 4 series of figures, characterizing, based on the 
budgets - 1923/24, on the one hand, gross alienation, on the other - 
acquisition and, finally, pure alienation. In addition, data are given 
on surpluses, as they were given in Bulletin No. 105. These are the 
data. 
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In the group of farms up to 2 dessiatines, there is no net surplus, 


there are only drawbacks, surpluses start from the group of farms 
from 2 to 4 dessiatines. In Bulletin No. 105, this group of farms 
contains 14% of all surpluses. In the group of farms 4-6 dessiatines 
of surplus 25%, in the group of 6-8 dessiatines - 19% and in the group 
of 8 and more dessiatines - 42%. But if we turn to the budget data, 
we can draw other conclusions, namely: farms up to 2 dessiatines 
alienate (and sell and give in exchange) 21% of all alienated grain, 
while there are shortcomings in the grain-forage budget. On farms 
with 2-4 dessiatines of alienation equal 29% of all sales, while in the 
Bulletin only 14%, from 4-6 dessiatines - 29%, from 6-8 dessiatines - 
10% and over 8 dessiatines - 21%. while Bulletin 105 in the last group 
indicated a surplus of 42%. These are the data of the CSO. And here 
is Comrade Kuibyshev took budget data from us and comparing 
them with the Bulletin, comes to the conclusion that Bulletin No. 105 
distorts the role of the poor and that the latter, i.e., farms up to 2 
dessiatines sell 21%, while according to the Bulletin they have 
disadvantages. At the same time, it turns out that the more 
prosperous and wealthy peasants sell significantly less than Bulletin 
No. 105 shows. So, according to Comrade Kuibyshev, marketable 
bread is in the hands of the poor and in a significant amount. And 
comrade. Yakovlev in Pravda marketable bread is in the hands of 
the poor and in a significant amount. And comrade. Yakovlev in 
Pravda marketable bread is in the hands of the poor and in a 
significant amount. And comrade. Yakovlev in Pravda7 even 
declares that in some regions 60% of marketable grain is supplied 
under-powered. So, according to Kuibyshev and Yakovlev, the poor 
man is the bread holder.Why did they come to such 
conclusions? Simply because both of them are not sufficiently 
familiar with the nature of the statistical material. Pay attention to 
the acquisitions column (buy and receive in exchange for 
work). Which groups are buying? It turns out that 41% of all 
purchases fall on the farm up to 2 dessiatines, while 21% of all sales 
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fall on them simultaneously. They buy more than they sell, for they 
have a flaw in the “pure alienation” column. 32% buy from 2-4 
dessiatines, and sell 29%, farms from 4-6 dessiatines, on the 
contrary, sell more, buy less. After comparing purchases and sales, 
farms in this group already have a plus on the balance of 15%. Farms 
with larger sowing groups tend to sell more than they buy. They 
have very significant household surpluses in terms of the budget 
balance, groups over 8 dessiatines have even 68% of budget 
surpluses, and according to the Bulletin, only 42%. So, who can have 
net surpluses after paying off the on-farm turnover (buying and 
selling farms of one group from the owners of other groups)? I think 
that Comrade Comrades Kuibyshev and Yakovlev misrepresent the 
situation of the poor groups. Indeed, farms up to 2 dessiatines 
receive 5 poods per capita from their farms, but they need, their 
consumption rate is 12 poods, and. Consequently. 7 poods is not 
enough. They have oats, barley, but do not have horses, and 
therefore they sell them, and buy bread for themselves or exchange 
for oats and barley. Statistics have long established that a poor man 
sells in autumn in order to buy later, in spring and summer. The 
only question is who he sells to, and the question is, whether it 
enters the market entirely as marketable grain for the city and for 
export, or does it mainly rotate within the boundaries of agriculture, 
without leaving it or going out in relatively small quantities. Up to 
400 million of such grain, which circulates in the internal economic 
turnover, the state could procure in 1923-25 - 350-450 million, which 
went entirely for the consumption of the city and for export, because 
the demand equals 500-625 million poods. Thus, on-farm turnover 
could only be served to a very weak extent by the state and its 
procurers. The turnover for the most part does not enter the large- 
scale urban market. The circulation of grain on-farm turnover takes 
place within the boundaries of agriculture. Here is the mistake - and 
a major one, Comrade Kuibyshev and Yakovlev, their mistake, 


Rykov. How can this be proved? 


Popov. Comparison of three quantities: grain procurement, the need 
of the city and export in grain and the size of grain on-farm 
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turnover. Our balance sheet data on both the budget and the grain 
balance say one thing: net surpluses are found mainly on farms with 
a relatively large crop.It is necessary to distinguish between 
alienated grain, grain of intra-farm turnover, and commodity 
grain. One cannot seriously think that someone who has nothing, 
someone who collects 5 poods per capita, who needs 12 poods a 
year, that such a poor man is a supplier of marketable grain for the 
city and for export. Two years ago, I published in the "Economic 
Life" data that low-sowing groups alienate grain, and therefore in 
vain Comrade Kuibyshev issues for the opening of his commission 
an indication of the alienation of grain by small-sown groups. I have 
to talk to you about many technical issues, issues that scientific 
expertise should tell you, and on the basis of an expert assessment 
of technical issues you could draw political conclusions, but, 
unfortunately, technical issues did not receive an assessment of 
scientific expertise, but only an assessment of the departmental 
comrade commission Yakovleva, in my opinion, is not competent in 
matters of statistical methodology and statistical technique. 


Now we turn to the next question, to the question of whether we are 
glossing over the role of the middle peasant and who is falling into 
a huge political mistake. Here are the data for the North Caucasus 
(shows the diagram). The scheme of distribution of surpluses and 
deficiencies by sowing groups, combined into socio-economic ones 
- with a five-member breakdown of all farms into groups (A, 
according to the CSO method - group B) and with a three-member 
breakdown (using the RCT method - group C). (Data for the North 
Caucasus are taken.). 
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From 3 to 4 acres 6 


From 4 to 6 acres fourteen 


From 6 to 8 acres fourteen 


From 8 to 10 acres 12 


From 16 to 19 acres 8 


ifteen 


Over 19 dessiatines fifteen 
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Here is column No. ... * (* Hereinafter, omissions and abbreviations of 
the document.) Gives a diagram of our grouping, but column No. ... 
is what the RCT offers. We are grouped by planting size, but one 
planting unit has a different weight depending on the area. Thus, 1 
tithe of the North is not equal to 1 tithe of the South. Therefore, for 
a summary for the Union, it is necessary to combine the groups in 
such a way as to obtain conditionally similar farms, despite the 
difference in their size in terms of the number of acres sown. These 
farms are united into groups according to the size of sowing: since 
the size of sowing is one of the signs of capacity, then one can 
conventionally call low-sowed low-power, small, with an average 
sowing medium-sized farm, more multi-sowing - prosperous and 
rich, i.e., apply power terminology to them. 


But such a grouping by no means reveals kulaks. The rich and well- 
to-do are not kulaks, kulaks are found in all groups, it is impossible 
to open a fist on the basis of only one seed. This is what we 
claim. When Comrade Kuibyshev claims that 61% of all surpluses 
are in the hands of the kulaks, and this is allegedly according to the 
CSB, we say that this is not true, this is not true. A fist cannot be 
opened based on one crop grouping. To distinguish the kulaks, one 
must judge by many signs and indicators, therefore, the grouping 
according to sowing in no case could dismember the farms on the 
basis of class. 
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Turning to digital data: there are 11 seed groups. In the Union, we 
combine all 11 groups into 5 groups: non-sowing, low-sowing, 
medium-sized, with over-average sowing and, finally, multi- 
sowing. In the first (low-sowing) group, there is 13% of all net 
surpluses, in the second group, which is medium in size, 4-8 decimal 
places - 40%. The group has more multi-sowing than the average - 
24% and, finally, in the multi-sowing group - from 16 and more than 
23%. But what the RCT recommends is that it recommends 
combining all farms in this region into 3 groups of up to 4 
dessiatin. Then from 4 to 19 dessiatins and, finally, over 19 
dessiatines. Then it turns out that the middle peasant group has 62% 
of all surpluses, and the rich - over 19 dessiatins - only 15%. The 
weight of the rich group with such a grouping is almost only the 
weight of the poor, 4 dessiatines each, where there is 13% of all 
surplus. In that grouping, the RCI undoubtedly dominated well-to- 
do farms, farms with more multi-sowing.I argue _ that, 
unconsciously or consciously, the RCI followed the wrong path of 
averaging farms of different economic capacity: this path is also 
dangerous. There is undoubtedly a dangerous bias here. Here 
populism is sneaking towards us on some side. There is danger here. 


I ask you: is the CSO in its five-member group doing the wrong 
thing - and we answer: right, because it is necessary to dismember 
phenomena in order to know the nature of the economic mass, 
because only in this way can we reveal the nature of the entire 
mass. Therefore, is the RCT doing the right thing in recommending 
that we give such groups where, on average, farms from 4 to 20 
dessiats are counted? We divide all farms into smaller groups, and 
thus we cannot be mistaken and the more objectively we can reveal 
groups of different economic power, including the middle 
peasant. The RCT is pushing us to sucha grouping, in which groups 
of different powers will drown, and this creates a swollen artificial, 
far from life, middle peasant group. By fixing its attention only on 
the sale of bread, opening and suppressing purchases, the RCT 
comes to the wrong conclusion, that it is as if the marketable grain 
is found mainly in the poor. This is a dangerous bias because it 
distorts the role of poor groups in the economy and excludes the role 
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of wealthy and wealthy groups. As for the qualifications of me as a 
scientist, on the part of Comrade Kuibyshev, then in this matter 
Comrade Kuibyshev is not competent, but I can only tell him: do 
what you do and do it quickly. * 


Stalin. (Showing the diagram.) Comrade. Popov, here you have 
42%. [I counted 62%. ] 


Popov. According to Bulletin No. 105, a group of farms over 6 dess 
"yatins" gives 61%. Here I give a different grouping on the basis of 
the same Bulletin No. 105, but uniting farms over 8 dessiatin - 
42%. So, there is no contradiction. 


Stalin. Another question. I understand the matter in such a way that 
at the first calculations the surplus turned out to be [ 60] 61% among 
the wealthy [ kulaks]. 


Popov. [This calculation is not accurate.] Your calculation is incorrect 
because we did not determine the surplus in the kulaks. 


Stalin. The calculation, which gave the result of 61% surplus in the 
kulaks of 8 and more dessiatines, turned out to be inaccurate. You 
yourself admitted it. Further refinement gave 54% for this 
group. This was proved by Comrade Kuibyshev. This turned out to 
be inaccurate. You now consider the most accurate figure of 
42%. Here you have, according to the calculations of the CSO, 42% 
from 8 to 10 dessiatines throughout the district. Was 61% all over 
Russia? 


Popov. Yes, all over Russia. But 61% turned out because the farms 
of groups of more than 6 dessiatines were united? Are farms of 
groups over 8 dessiatines united here? and they give 42%. There are 
no contradictions here. 


Stalin. And is this figure (pointing to the diagram) also all over 
Russia? 


Popov. Yes, also throughout Russia. [However, I probably won't.] 


Yakovlev *.(* There are four versions of the transcript of Ya.M. 
Yakovlev’s speech (two are copyrighted). When published, the texts of the 
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transcript and transcripts were compared with the copyright. The original 
version of the transcript of the speech (without editing) is published as 
addendum 2.) [ Previously total] I respond to the refutation of 
Comrade. Popov. First of all, technical issues. Here it must be said 
that one has to hear with the greatest surprise the refutation of 
Comrade. Popov, that CSB employees did not participate in the 
commission or participated as accused. Of course, it is not. In our 
work, even before the arrival of Comrade. Popov was attended by 
all senior officials of the CSO. Moreover, a subcommittee chaired by 
the deputy governor of the CSO - comrade V. Pashkovsky, who in 
the absence of Comrade. Popov acted as a manager of the CSB. 


Comrade Popov declares: firstly, the amendment to the sown area 
has not been the same in recent years; second, the half-point 
amendment was not adopted indiscriminately; third, the 5% sample 
provides an accurate and solid basis for calculating the share of the 
extreme group. 


Statement by Comrade Popova contradicts what was established by 
the CSB itself in the subcommittee, which was allocated by our 
commission chaired by the acting CSB Governor 
Comrade Pashkovsky, [was developed] which adopted a number of 
proposals made by representatives of the CSB. 


Iam reading excerpts from the minutes of this subcommittee, which 
worked in the composition of the chairman Pashkovsky (from the 
CSO) and members - Schmemann (from the CSO), and from the RCP 
professors comrade Rybnikov and Chelintsev and comrade. Tsylko. 


On the issue of the size of the amendment to the sown area from 
Protocol No. 1, we read: “The size of the amendments was 
determined according to the amendments that were introduced by 
some provincial bureau in their calculations of the sown area. The 
amendments were applied the same for all years (from 1922-1925). " 


Under this protocol is the signature of Pashkovsky, as chairman, and 
Kharlampovich's secretary, an employee of the CSB, and 
Comrade Popov now refutes the fact established by the CSB 
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itself. Apparently, Comrade Popov does not know what is going on 
at the CSB. 


On the second question - about an increase of half a point - I read 
from Minutes No. 2: “The CSB adds 0.5 points to the points reported 
from the localities. Since 1924, the amendment is the same in all 
regions. " 


For some reason, this is Comrade. Popov now refutes, although this 
fact, as you can see, is recognized by the CSO itself. 


I proceed to the third protocol. Comrade Popov states that 5% of the 
sample is sufficient to identify the extreme groups. What does the 
3rd protocol, signed by the chairman, comrade Pashkovsky and the 
secretary comrade Damascus? 


"5% of the sample of the spring survey is insufficient to firmly 
substantiate the per-group calculations of the grain-feed balance, 
especially for the extreme members of the group." 


Thus, the third, last factual refutation of Comrade. Popova 
contradicts what was established by the CSB itself. This example 
alone shows how wrong the statement of Comrade Popov, as if 
representatives of the CSB participated in the work of the 
commission as accused. You see that technical statistical issues were 
worked out by a specially designated subcommittee, whose 
chairman was Comrade Pashkovsky, as the actual head of the CSB 
in the absence of comrade Popov. 


And further, comrade. Popov objects to our thinking about stocks. 


We have heard his ideas that stocks are the result of market 
conditions, etc., many times, and we do not argue about the fact that 
market conditions affect the size of stocks. But the question is (this 
was also established by the old budget surveys) that the 
accumulation of stocks is a natural phenomenon, and mainly for 
powerful farms. When we asked the CSB for the 1923/24 budgets to 
calculate the approximate size of the accumulation of reserves for 
the year, we were given 150 million - an underestimated figure, 
according to the State Planning Committee, which calculates the size 
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of reserves at about 300 million poods for this year. We took pre-war 
budgets and checked these data. It turns out that all pre-war data, 
without exception, indicate that powerful groups leave a margin 
that must be taken into account in any conjuncture. A certain 
accumulation, moreover, mainly in the most powerful layers, must 
be taken into account, and a certain amount of grain must be 
discarded from the surplus. And the CSB's grain-feed balance did 
not do this. 


One more final remark regarding the substance of the conclusions 
reached by the commission. 


We examined all the individual elements of the balance sheet and 
found that at the time of compiling the balance sheet, the CSO did 
not have the data that were absolutely necessary for compiling it 
(the balance, which was supposed to provide material for judging 
the distribution of the 1925/26 crop by groups, was compiled at the 


moment, when: 


1) there was still no data on the very distribution of farms by groups 
in 1925, 2) data on fluctuations in feeding and consumption by 
groups were not developed, 3) when it was a priori known that the 
spring survey data provided insufficiently accurate material for 
calculating the share of extreme groups, 4) when for all the main 
elements - the size of the crop, the amount of costs for seeds, etc. - it 
was known that their general inaccuracy increases extremely when 
we deal with poor or rich farms). 


On the basis of such a balance, with all its elements inaccurate, the 
only thing that allows the balance to be established is the fact that 
the size of the surplus increases with the size of the economy. But 
everyone knows this even without any grain and feed balance. And 
I could not give a balance to the data, sufficiently verified, about the 
exact size and proportions of surplus distribution among the main 
groups. 


But besides this, the very method of drawing up a balance cannot be 
considered correct. The CSO calculated on the basis of very 
inaccurate data the gross collection by group - from this collection 
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the CSO subtracted the very inaccurately calculated expenditures 
for consumption, feeding and seeds and thus _ obtained 
surpluses. How unsuitable such a method is for calculating the 
actual marketable grain by groups is shown by the budget records 
of peasant farms produced by the Central Statistical Bureau 
itself. We asked the CSB to give, and the CSB gave us, on the basis 
of budget data, calculations of the purchase and sale of bread by 
groups. And what happened? It turned out, firstly, that the low- 
power ones sell from 1/2 to 1/3 of their gross harvest, while 
according to the grain-feed balance of the CSO they are shown only 
with deficiencies in breads, and the rich layers sell much less bread 
that is shown in the balance sheet of the CSB ... This is because the 
poor sells in the fall and buys in the spring, while the richer peasants 
put a certain part of their grain in reserve. In order to judge the real 
role of individual groups in the sale of grain, one must go not by the 
method of the Central Statistical Bureau, but by recording the 
purchase and sale of grain in the peasant farm and calculating the 
remnants of grain in the peasant farm at the end of the year. Only in 
this way can we get a real grain-feed balance by groups. 


Comrade Popov here put forward the idea against us that the poor 
man buys bread and buys more than he sells. But this is exactly what 
we wrote in our theses and this is what we are putting forward 
against the method of drawing up the balance sheet used by the 
CSB. Considerations Comrade Popov regarding the fact that the 
poor man does not sell for the city, that his corrupt bread is included 
only in the intra-peasant circulation, are not substantiated on any 
serious grounds. After all, it is in the autumn that the poor sells from 
1/3 to 1/2 of his gross harvest, and the intra-peasant turnover has its 
maximum development in the spring, when the peasants, who do 
not have enough grain until the fall, i.e., in the majority, the poor are 
beginning to buy bread. And moreover, the balance, which is 
calculated on the basis of imprecise elements, and in this way, 


We worked for over a month in the absence of comrade Popova in 
full agreement with all the main employees of the 
CSB. Comrade When Popov returned to Moscow, he began by 
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declaring himself a defender of Marxism, trying to translate the 
issue of imperfect balance into a political plane. What is this politics 
and what is this Marxism? We can show this by the example of the 
grouping that the CSB applied to the southern steppe Ukraine. In 
the southern steppe Ukraine, the CSO classifies farms as poor 
peasants up to 2 dessiatines, middle peasants - farms from 2 to 6 
dessiatines, and well-to-do farms with sowing from 6 to 10 
dessiatines; all farms with sowing more than 10 dessiatines are 
classified by the CSO as rich. Thus, in southern-steppe Ukraine, 
according to the CSO grouping, it turns out: 4.7% of seedless, 13.3% 
of all farms - poor, 46.9% of average, 17.9% of well-to-do and 17.2% 
of rich.Wealthy and wealthy together according to the CSB 
grouping, 35.1%, i.e., more than one third of all farms. 


Since the CSO and its defenders are trying to cover up the mistakes 
of the CSO made by them in constructing the alleged grain-feed 
balance with quotes from Vladimir Ilyich, [ recall] it should be 
remembered that in his work on the Development of Capitalism in 
Russia, Vladimir Ilyich counted 39 in the Dnieper district of the 
former Taurida province, 9% of the poor, 41.7% of the middle 
peasants and 18.4% of the wealthy 8. Thus, according to the current 
CSO grouping, we have in southern steppe Ukraine twice as many 
prosperous and wealthy people than Lenin counted in the Dnieper 
district of southern steppe Ukraine almost 30 years ago. 


The full extent of the complete economic senselessness of such a 
doubling of the well-to-do and the rich after the October Revolution 
can be revealed by a simple comparison of the grouping of farms by 
sowing in 1917 and 1925 in southern-steppe Ukraine. 


[Distribution of farms in% by groups of sown area. 
y group 


Up to 2 acres 17.4 13.3 
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(Thus) Since 1917, the group of farms with sowing of more than 15 


dessyatins has decreased almost three times. The middle peasant 
groups have grown along the entire line; and on the balance sheet of 
the CSO compared to the 90s. last century, the proportion of the 
well-to-do has doubled. This kind of incongruity, which can be 
objectively characterized only as the fact of a very strange oblivion 
by the CSO of the fact that the October Revolution took place in 1917, 
is explained primarily by the wrong method of grouping. 


Let us turn to the consideration of what are those farms that the 
Central Statistical Administration in this area classified as 
prosperous, i.e., farms with sowing from 6 to 10 acres. [We will 
characterize them in terms of their means of production, trade, social 
relations, income, some elements of marketability. ] 


On farms with sowing from 6 to 8 dessyatins - 24.1% without draft 
animals, 41.1% with one head of draft cattle, 30.9% with two heads 
of draft animals, 3.9% with three or more heads draft animals. On 
farms with sowing from 8-10 dess "yatins” - 14.9% without working 
livestock, 37.6% with one head of working cattle, 39% with two 
heads of working cattle, 8.5% with three and more heads of working 
cattle ... In other words, the share of farms without draft animals, 
with one or two heads of draft animals in farms with sowing from 6 
to 10 dessyatins falls significantly more than 90% of all farms. 


Let us also recall what Vladimir Ilyich wrote about the average 
economy of the Dneprovsky district: "There are 2-3 draft animals 
here each * (* Ya. A. Yakovlev made a mistake when quoting. Lenin's work 
indicates the figure” 3.2 “.) pieces per yard, while 4 pieces are 
required for a full “tax”. Therefore, the economy of the middle 
peasant is in an unstable position, and to cultivate his land he has to 
resort to conjugation” 9. Although now, in connection with the 
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plowing of the fields, this rate of livestock has undoubtedly 
decreased, nevertheless, it is still completely, of course, 
unreasonable to classify as prosperous farms those farms among 
which farms without draft animals and with one head of draft 
animals make up the majority, as the CSO ... 


Single-barns and barn-barns make up 80% - 4-5 farms with sowing 
from 6 to 8 dessiatines and 69.7% of farms with sowing from 8 to 10 
dessiatines. There are 86.7 plows per 100 farms with sowing from 6 
to 9 dessiatines, i.e., not all farms even have one plow and only 
17.6% of farms have reapers. Thus, we see that the property 
characteristics of these farms did not give the CSB any grounds for 
classifying them as prosperous. 


[Let us now turn to fishing. Data on the percentage of income from fisheries 
to the conditionally net income from agriculture show a significant 
predominance of income from agriculture over income from agriculture in 
farms with sowing from 2 dessiatines (131%) and a very significant 
presence of fishing income in farms from 2 to 3 dessiatines (38%). Further, 
the value of commercial income falls to 12 dessiatines * (* So in the 
document) on farms with sowing from 10 to 16 dessiatines and then rises 
again in farms over 16 dessiatines - reaching 17.5%. These fisheries data 
allow us to separate the poor group on the basis of insufficient agricultural 
income to cover the needs of the family. On the other hand, farms are made 
with sowing more than 16 acres, in which, as we have shown by the example 
of the consumer strip, the new increase in fishing income is explained by 
the capitalist nature of the industries in this group (industrial and 
commercial enterprises). The fact that on farms with sowing from 6 to 8 
dessiatines and further on farms with sowing from 8 to 16 dessiatines, 
fishing incomes play a minimal role, indirectly indicates that in this group, 
fishing does not yet play the role that it begins. play in a higher group...] 


Let us now turn to social relations. Unfortunately, according to 
Ukrainian data, which we mainly have to use here, there is no 
accounting for this share of farms with hired workers. Therefore, we 
are forced here to use exclusively the data of the budgets of 1923/24 
on how much agricultural products were given and received for 
work per farm. 
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In the lower seed groups, we see either the predominance of pay for 
work over return for work or an almost complete balancing of return 
and pay. On farms with sowing from 6 to 8 dessiatins, one farm 
gives 37 rubles for work, and receives 13.4 rubles for work. When 
we move on to the next group with sowing from 8 to 16 dessiatines, 
we see here that one farm gives 70.9 rubles for work, and receives 
17.3 rubles for work. Comparison of what is given and what is 
received for work by one farm in both of these groups allows us to 
notice an undoubted increase in hiring when approaching farms 
with sowing of about 16 acres, which gives reason to assume the 
presence of farms that widely use hired labor in the group. 
approximately, with the sowing approaching 16 tithes. 


In farms with sowing from 6 to 10 ten except average. Thus, we see 
that both the means of production of this group and social relations 
did not give the CSO any grounds for enrolling farms with sowing 
from 6 to 10 dessiatines into a special group of prosperous farms 
from the average. 


Let's turn to the income data for verification. The conditionally net 
income from agriculture is equal to 357.3 rubles in the group with 
sowing from 6 to 8 dessiatins. on the farm, i.e., this is the ordinary 
income of an average farm, which does not differ significantly from 
the same income in medium farms in other regions. Only the farms 
with sowing of more than 16 dessiatines are decisively 
distinguished by the size of their income, here the income per farm 
is 939 rubles. The group of farms with sowing from 8 to 16 
dessiatines has a conditionally net income per farm of 560.4 rubles, 
which again gives reason to assume a transition to really rich farms, 
somewhere around 14-16 dessiatines. 


[Analysis of gross income again confirms these considerations. The ratio of 
gross income from all agriculture and income from grain highlights the 
extreme flanks. They reach 191.1% in farms with sowing up to 2 
dessyatins, 159.3% - in farms with sowing from 2 to 4 dessiatins, and 
further decreases, again rising only in farms over 16 dessyatins, which 
indicates the higher type of farms of these latter, since, in addition to high 
incomes from grain products, they also have relatively higher incomes than 
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those of the middle peasants in non-grain farming. The ratio of gross 
income from all livestock raising to income from grain again makes it 
possible to single out the flanks, and especially the poor flanks, where ... 
plays an important role. This ratio reaches 103.2% on farms with sowing 
up to 2 dessiatines, then steadily declining.] 


Finally, let us turn to the data characterizing the marketability of 
various sowing groups.In farms with sowing from 6 to 8 
dessiatines, the ratio of sale to purchase of grain and agricultural 
products is 203.5%, while in farms over 16 dessiatines it is 
454.6%. Farms with sowing of more than 16 dess "yatin" in relation 
to sale to purchase clearly stand out from all other middle peasant 
farms. It is interesting that in farms with sowing from 8 to 16 
dessiatines this ratio is only 286.4%, which again confirms that the 
bulk of them are closer to farms with sowing from 6 to 8 dessiatines 
than to farms with more than 16 tithes. 


If we turn to the size of the sale of agricultural products per farm in 
rubles to verify this relationship, we will see confirmation of 
this. The size of the alienation of agricultural products per farm in 
rubles in farms with sowing from 6 to 8 dessiatines equals 179.8 
rubles, while one farm with sowing more than 16 dessiatines 
alienates agricultural products by 631.4 rubles. This, again, clearly 
distinguishes the group sown over 16 dessiatines. A group with a 
sowing of 8 to 16 dessiatines alienates an average of 317.9 rubles per 
farm. In other words, the farms of this group for the most part are 
closer to farms with sowing from 6 to 8 dessiatines than to farms 
with sowing more than 16 dessiatines. 


I think that's enough. We involved in the characterization of those 
farms that the CSO classified as prosperous, the data that spring 
surveys (the size of the means of production), dynamic survey data 
(rent) and budgets (income, marketability) can give us. We see that 
all these data equally indicate that, firstly, farms with sowing from 
6 to 10 dess "yatin"” in this area, no doubt, are, as a rule, typically 
middle peasant farms; secondly, since it can be judged by the 
totality of the above characteristics, rich farms start somewhere 
between 10 and 16 dessiatines, - about 14 dessiatines. Although, in 
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terms of means of production, farms are from 10 to 16 dessiatines, 
[all] as a rule should be attributed to middle peasant farms, [they have 
only 19.1% of farms with 3 or more horses] but according to other 
criteria, as we have seen (in terms of income, returns, and pay for 
work), some of them [may] have to be [really] classified as rich farms. 


Since our task is not to mark exactly the boundaries separating one 
group from another - yes, given the current state of statistical 
materials, it is almost impossible - I restrict myself here to the above 
considerations. They explain enough how, using the wrong method 
of grouping, the CSO came to such nonsense as doubling the 
number of the well-to-do in comparison with the 90s, while the 
October Revolution three times reduced the share of farms with 
sowing more than 15 dessiatines. 


[The approximate ratio of groups with such a method of grouping in this 
area would be as follows: households up to 3 dessiatines are poor - their 
30.9%; middle peasant farms with sowing from 3 to 14 dess “yatin “- there 
are slightly fewer of them, 64.7%; rich over 14 dess <yatin> - there are 
slightly more than 4.7%.] 


We carried out a similar analysis in all the other districts, and for all 
of them, without any exception, we established the incorrectness of 
the grouping method used by the CSO. It is impossible to judge any 
social groups in the village by the CSO groups simply because these 
groups do not represent any social strata. Undoubtedly, one of the 
sources of the CSO's error is that the CSB divided farms into groups 
of sown area without taking into account the capacity of farms, 
social relations, i.e, rent and hire, income, trade, and 
marketability. It is very significant that in all areas with a 
predominance of field cultivation, those farms that the CSO calls 
average turn out to be very close to the statistical average for the 
district: for example, in the production strip, the average crop per 
farm is 3.4 dessiatines, 


From this it is clear that the problem with the CSO was not that the 
CSO was grouping according to sowing, but that it was doing this 
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grouping very badly, violating in the rudest way the Marxist 
methods of grouping. 


From this you see that, firstly, the calculation itself is extremely 
inaccurate, in view of the fact that there is not a single sufficiently 
accurate and durable element necessary for _ this 
calculation; secondly, the very method of drawing up the balance 
without taking into account the actual purchase and sale of bread is 
extremely controversial; thirdly, the wrong method of grouping 
made it completely impossible to use the grain-fodder balance to 
judge the role of individual social strata in the countryside and the 
distribution of surpluses between them, the ratio of individual strata 
is distorted, the national economic role of the middle peasant is 
obscured and obscured. 


One more note. The inaccuracy of the method of grouping CSOs, in 
particular, is revealed during the analysis of what the different kinds 
of groups, adopted by the CSOs in Siberia, are. Here, when 
examining the detailed characteristics of farms, those that the CSO 
classified as well-to-do, it turns out that a very significant part of 
them are, by all basic characteristics, rich, exploitative farms. Then 
again about what Comrade Popov at the RCI board and that he 
repeated in a somewhat softened form at the Politburo: as if the 
kulak cannot be identified by agricultural characteristics, as if the 
kulak in the countryside grows only from trade, credit, etc. This is 
an old populist delusion. The Narodniks have repeatedly argued 
that a kulak does not grow out of agriculture as such. From all the 
Marxist works on the agrarian question and from all the works of 
Lenin, we know that, given a certain capacity of the means of 
production, exploitative relations such as hiring, rent, etc. are 
inextricably linked with these means of production. The economy is 
so powerful in terms of the means of production that it 
systematically converts surplus into capital, and is the most 
widespread type of exploiting economy. 


Finally, in conclusion, one last thing. If we wanted to judge the real 
weight of the individual strata of the countryside in production and 
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on the market, then we would need to have a balance not only of 
grain, but also of all agricultural products. 


We still have too widespread an exaggerated idea of the 
overwhelming, predominant role of grain farming in our 
agriculture. It was especially important to find out, because the 
balance of the peasant balance for all agricultural products, 
ie., grain, and non-grain, and livestock, becomes active in much 
lower sowing groups than is the case with grain products. 


We carried out work on the budgets of 1923-24 to find out how much 
agricultural products one farm of different sowing groups buys and 
sells. And these data fully confirmed what is known from the pre- 
war material. Taking into account all s.-kh. the national economic 
significance of the middle peasant group becomes especially clear. 


[Therefore, we consider it necessary to set the CSB the task of moving to 
work on compiling a balance of all agricultural products. For one thing - 
grain products, all kinds of conclusions about the national economic 
significance of individual groups are inevitably insufficiently 
substantiated.| 


Popov. I have already stated that the grain-feed balance [according to 
our method], of course, did not and could not determine the 
marketability. Comrade Yakovlev says that [our] method is 
wrong. The method is correct, but the balance by this method did 
not determine the marketability and could not determine. We [ say] 
affirm that [these] figures for the grain-feed balance do not provide 
data for judging marketability. Well-known conclusions can be 
drawn from the figures [s], but not all. [By marketability, of course] 
Marketable grain is the bread that circulates in the markets, but the 
peculiarity of our peasant economy is that a lot of grain is circulated 
in addition to the usual market - this is bread of intra-farm 
turnover. It has conditional marketability. But this is not all the 
marketable grain that circulates in the markets, from which grain is 
drawn for the city, industry, and export. We must distinguish 
this. Then the data on the grain-feed balance did not set themselves 
the task of differentiating peasant farms. [We] CSO since 1920 has 
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been carrying out special work on the study of dynamic processes 
in the peasant economy and the class structure of the 
countryside. Balance data can be used in terms of [economic 
characteristics] characteristics of economic phenomena _ in 
agriculture, but [We do not raise the question of the kulak by this balance] 
there is no data on the issue of the allocation of the kulak and its 
role. I am very sorry that you do not [have any judgment] have the 
conclusion of a scientific examination on this issue, then you would 
know that it is really impossible to give exhaustive material on the 
stratification of the countryside and the definition of the entire 
kulaks based on the figures for the grain-feed balance [we could not 
give]. [And now we have these] Instead of an expert opinion, you have 
the wrong statements of Comrade. Yakovleva. With regard to the 
statement of Comrade. Yakovlev, that as if medium-sized farms are 
medium-sized statistical farms in regions - this and that is not 
true. In our note, we [directly] state that [per consuming area, the 
average percentage (reads)] in the consuming zone, the farms that we 
classified as prosperous (sowing from 4 to 6 dessiatines), not 
“entirely with 1 head of draft animals,” as the RCT claims, but 27.4% 
of farms with two heads and 2.3 - and more heads (see "The National 
Economy of the USSR in Figures" 10) *. 


(* According to the data of a few provinces, developed in 1924, similar 
figures give% of farms:) 


aceon ot I 
Produce <n> build <advert> 


Producers of the iia al Gea 


The producing region is not entirely with one head of working 
cattle, as the RCT claims, but 31.0% of farms with two heads of 
working cattle and 9.4% with three or more heads. In the South-East, 
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with two heads - 45.2%, with three heads - 19.4%, and with four or 
more heads - 11.3%. Ukraine also has 36.7% of the wealthy in our 
scheme with 2 heads of cattle and 5.4% with 3 or more. With the Ist 
head, not “the majority of farms’, as the RCT claims, but only 
41.7%. those. 2/5 of farms and the same number with 2, 3 or more 
heads - 41.1% **. 


But, of course, this is not the only characterization of wealthy 
farms. The number of draft animals is determined by the size of the 
farm and its other resources - inventory, labor, income. 


In order to substantiate our scheme with other indicators, we will 
present several average characteristics of the "Well-off" group and 
compare them with the average for the district. 


average 
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District 
0 11.1 3.4 0.5 
average 


All the average characteristics of the groups that we qualify as well- 
to-do (the economically stronger group is qualified by us as “rich 
farms”) are significantly higher than the regional averages, which 
proves the correctness of our conditional qualification. 


[Why are you still bringing charges.] So, I repeat, the CSB, when 
compiling the grain-feed balance, did not set itself the task of 
[providing information on surplus] to distort the circulated grain 
within the economic [market] circulation and did not study the 
marketability. The grain-feed balance, giving a comparison of two 
values: the size of production and the size of consumption, 
presented a net surplus, not a surplus of marketable grain. [There is 
no study of marketability, this will be another question.] 


Strumilin. I did not take part directly in the work of the commission 
about which Comrade Yakovlev.I have already read only the 
conclusions of the commission. But we at Gosplan were interested 
in the discussed work of the CSO from the very beginning because 
we thought about the possibility of using it to adjust the “control 
figures” of the State Planning Commission. But, not wanting to get 
into a mess, we asked the CSB to report to us first of all on the 
methods of this work. We knew then only the first published 
version. The CSB presented the report in the second, revised 
version. This was after the article by Comrade Stetsky in 
Pravda 11. Article by Comrade Stetsky criticized the first balance 
from the point of view of the fact that this balance, which was 
published in the "Bulletin of the CSB" and in the "Economic 
Review" 12, is completely unsatisfactory from the point of view of 
social groupings. And the second version of the CSB, with its 
amendments, went to meet these objections. In the first variant, we 
did not see social groupings; we considered them as purely 
statistical groupings by cultivated areas. In such groupings, one 
cannot say that say, a group from 2 to 4 dessiatines is middle 
peasants or poor peasants, none of these economic terms can be 
applied to it. But the second option clearly laid claim to such 
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economic characteristics. We had a chance to get acquainted with 
the method of both the first and second options, according to the 
first option, the upper group embraced 61%, according to the second 
- 52% of the grain surplus. The first work turned out to be 
statistically unsatisfactory just because it was done according to 
normative estimates, while for such a grouping, even for sown 
areas, it was absolutely necessary to use budgetary materials. These 
materials were not completely used. The conclusions turned out to 
be incorrect and, of course, economists, not statisticians, having 
mastered them, could have come to economics, according to 
P.I. Popov, to very "ridiculous" conclusions. 


Now about the second work that was presented to us. It was not a 
grouping according to sown areas, but was a grouping by social 
groups - the balance said: rich - prosperous - middle peasants - poor, 
etc., and this was achieved extremely unsatisfactorily, because it was 
achieved only by combinations of different groups by cultivated 
areas ... From the analysis of the balance, it turned out that in one 
district they took for the middle group - a group from 2 to 4 
dessiatines, in another - from 4 to 6, etc. One would think that these 
groups are economically equivalent in different areas. But it turned 
out that this is also not true - they were average for a given region 
and did not correspond to anything economically in another 
region. The "middle peasants" in one district with a low level of 
well-being could be poorer than the "poor" in another district, and 
so on. Asa result, therefore, as a result, all over the country the poor 
merged with the middle peasants, the middle peasants with the 
wealthy, etc. From this point of view, this work, again, was 
completely unsatisfactory. It seems to me that in addition to what 
has already been said by Comrade. Yakovlev, it is possible to add 
very little. One can only say that no serious Marxist statistician 
would have published such a work. This is my opinion, and not only 
mine, but also of all those with whom we discussed this work in the 
State Planning Commission. We found it necessary to redo this 
work, indicating which defects need to be corrected. I think that 
only when this work is done will we get a more or less correct 
reflection of reality. 
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Chairman. Comrade has the floor. Stalin. 


Stalin. It is absolutely correct that statistics should be objective, like 
any scientific discipline. There should be maximum 
objectivity. Now I cannot figure out all the mistakes that the RCT 
talks about, but looking from a distance, the RCT considerations 
seem to be generally correct. In any case, one thing is clear to me, I 
have no doubt that the balance sheet that was published and the 
statistical conclusions that were made, in particular for the group of 
the well-to-do and the rich, were changed three times at the 
CSB. This is clear to me. The first information related to the fact that 
the wealthy group has 61% of the grain surplus. This was published 
in all the newspapers. I don’t remember anywhere there was a 
reservation that this data could not be trusted. But we all proceeded 
from these figures as from scientific data. Now it turns out that our 
CSO was operating with incorrect data. This figure of 61% was then 
amended by the CSO twice (54% and 42%). Here comrade. Popov 
stated that the figure was inaccurate. Science should not operate 
with imprecise numbers. You can speak as many speeches about 
science as you like, but if science operates with inaccurate numbers, 
then this is no longer science. In our management of the economy, 
the planning elements are of quite serious importance and, of 
course, we must operate with the correct numbers. In this case, this 
was not the case. Publishing inaccurate numbers was a big 
mistake. we must operate with the correct numbers. In this case, this 
was not the case. Publishing inaccurate numbers was a big mistake. 


Then this figure - 61% of the surplus in 14% of the population - was 
replaced by the figure of 54%, which the RCT reported, and which 
was not refuted by Comrade. Popov. Still, 61% and 54% of the 
surplus for the wealthy group is a big difference. 


Now Comrade. Popov gives the third figure - 42%.I asked on 
purpose: this applies to one of the districts or to the entire Union. He 
does not know this and referred to Bulletin No. 105. I just looked 
through Bulletin No. 105, and it turned out that the CSB figure refers 
to the entire Union (excluding Turkestan). 
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I respect science, the citadel of science in the person of the Central 
Statistical Office, but the three different figures presented to us by 
the CSO, and the interval between which is 19%, these figures speak 
not for the CSO, but against it. The conclusion from this that that the 
CSB is too free, is not permissible to take liberties with the numbers 
in spite of the demands of science, contrary to the interests of science 
[that are offered to us as something a would serve as a guiding principle for 
planning authorities, to prevent manipulation of these three different 
figures - which means to prevent an enormous inaccuracy prevent big 
mistake. The conclusion is that, obviously, the Central Statistical Office is 
being too lax, even if some errors of the RCT are allowed. This is the main 
conclusion]. 


Yakovlev. I want to [give] one information that eliminates any 
possibility of assuming that the CSB allegedly did not give a group 
balance by class groups (this is from the report of Comrades Popov 
and Khryashcheva "On the Foundations of the Grouping of Peasant 
Farms" to the RCI commission). [| Comrade Popov on November 23 filed 
a report in which he speaks about the appointment of the balance. He says 
the following:] 


“The transition from specific seed groups to unification and 
construction of class characteristics can and should be done. 


For the present, it is all the more necessary to schematize groupings, 
forming social classes from them. This is necessary in order to 
concentrate the characteristic features of the groups of the 
proletarianized more vividly, semi-proletarianized, middle, 
prosperous, and wealthy peasantry. We did this in 1924 with the 
groups of 1923, taking into account the sizes of the agricultural 
economy of the North, Central Russia, Southeast and Siberia of 
different scales, for our conclusions about the economic significance 
of various groups and their specific weight. This unification is, of 
course, conditional, but not only suitable, but also the only 
reasonable method in this area." [Here I have given you this statement 
by Comrade Popov of November 23.] 
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Popov. All statistical figures are, of course, relative. The statistics are 
arbitrary, and the theory tells us about it. Even accounting entries 
are conditional. [For accounting is also not an exact science.] You know 
what balances are and their degree of accuracy. 


The goal that we can set in statistical study is to provide material 
that approximates reality. We have 23 million peasant farms, is it 
possible to [process] collect accurate, indisputable data on these 
farms? Is it possible to think that we can give exact figures by 
determining the size of the surplus from 23 million farms? Of course 
[we take them in their roughest form] our data is approximate. But then 
we process them, refine them, and bring them closer to reality. In 
addition, the grain-feed balance is not a strictly statistical operation, 
but it is a calculus, albeit based on statistical data. Comrade Stalin 
forgets this, assuming that the calculation of balance is a purely 
statistical operation, and yet it is only a calculation. Let's take the 
control figures of the State Planning Commission. Do the key figures 
fully reflect reality? [ Are these the current numbers?] Of course 
not. The control figures [are] also not a statistical operation, like the 
grain-feed balance. Comrade Stalin thinks that there is some kind of 
statistics that gives the most accurate figures, that it is possible, like 
on a pharmaceutical scale, to weigh economic phenomena. There 
are no such statistics. [This is a convention] Statistics are arbitrary, but 
in the order of systematic statistical work, we can determine the 
degree of convention. Always in our publications, we define the 
degree of accuracy and convention. In particular, Bulletin 105 says: 


“The given calculation - calculation by groups - may be exaggerating 
somewhat the redundancy of large farms, since produced on the 
assumption of the same rate of grain consumption for food per 
capita and per head of cattle; the calculation was made for large 
areas with a corresponding change in the norms” 13. 


[As you can see, we cited a certain reservation] So, when we printed the 
data on the group balance in Bulletin No. 105, we accompanied it 
with certain reservations about the accuracy and convention of the 
balance data. Then two months ago we submitted a revised 
calculation to the State Planning Committee. [And what is in the State 
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Planning Commission?] Comrade. Strumilin here [as if] wants to 
absolve himself of responsibility for having approved the method of 
our work.In the resolution of the section chaired by 
Comrade Strumilin says: "To take note of the report and ask the CSB 
to continue working on clarifying the calculation." 


So, the method of work of calculating the balance by groups was 
approved. 


Then I read the resolution of the section: “As for the consumption 
norms, then, apparently, everything that could be taken into account 
was taken into account.” Further, the resolution of the section reads 
the following: "In order to draw any conclusions about the 
stratification of the village, the calculation must be supplemented by 
taking into account the following groups: 1) industrial crops, 2) 
animal husbandry, 3) commercial income." According to the 
resolution of the section, we present the work in groups. 


The RCT proposes to divide the seed groups into three parts, instead 
of the 5 we have proposed. [In my opinion] In our opinion, it is 
necessary to have five groups, and not three, because only in this 
case can we identify clearly and accurately the relationship of 
groups. [You will not receive this data. You will receive a description of 
economic groups. We have these characteristics for each group, and each 
characteristic is a conditional grouping of groups.] 


How can you allow a farm with 100 rubles income, combined with 
a farm with 500 rubles income? The distance between these farms is 
huge. These farms are not homogeneous, and the RCT proposes to 
do just that. 


Rykov. [I wanted to say that here] Com. Popov did not answer the 
two questions I asked him. First, is the Gorny region included in the 
table for the North Caucasus? Comrade Mikoyan said that your 
conclusions were drawn in such a way that you added the breeders 
with the farmers and got the average. Your pastoralists are enrolled 
in the poor only because they are not engaged in farming. And the 
second question: how has it been proved that the bread that the poor 
man sells is sold in some special way within the village? We have 
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cooperation and government procurers. By what law of nature or 
statistics does this very poor man take his bread not to the 
cooperatives, not to our procurement agencies, but to some other 
place? [Before] At least 20% alienate [this] bread is lower, poor 
groups. Why should they sell this bread to someone else and not to 
us? We must agree on a commodity policy that if a poor man sells his 
bread, then we must buy it from him and must give him more for 
it.] conduct so that the poor have an advantage over other sellers in 
the sale of their grain to government agencies and 
cooperatives. Why do we buy bread from a kulak? Don't you think 
we can buy it from the poor man? The tablet, which was presented 
by you, according to which the lower groups only buy and not sell 
grain - if it contains neither the characteristics of the stratification of 
the peasantry, [nor the elements of marketable grain and its sale,] nor the 
characteristics of how much grain is sold by which group of 
peasants - then its practical meaning is completely different. The 
meaning of the sign is falling, [and the actions of the statistical office are 
endlessly confused,] but, unfortunately, after it has already managed 
to confuse many people. [When we listened to your report, we heard wild 
things. If the poor man sells this 20% of the grain, then he sells it in the 
fall, and then our price policy should be to keep prices more profitable for 
the peasant in the fall, so that the poor get more. If the kulak is holding back, 
then it is obvious that the policy of price reduction must adapt to this 
middle peasant.] 


Thirdly, you said that in calculating the number of households you 
are basing the figure of the Narkomfin, which is exaggerated, 
because the organs of the People's Commissariat of Finance seek to 
collect more taxes and therefore increase the number of 
households. But can taxes be taken from non-existent households? If 
it were possible to build a financial policy on taking taxes from 
households that do not exist in nature, then our financial situation 
would be much better. This interpretation is incorrect. According to 
the People's Commissariat of Finance, there should be fewer 
households than in reality, because our tax policy is based on a 
progressive taxation, while large households have more crops and 
pay more from each tithe. If where it is possible to connect two 
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courtyards into one payment unit, then it is beneficial for NKFin to 
do this. Our tax policy and a number of other conditions determine 
the division of the yards, which affects the relative decrease in the 
growth of multi-sowing groups. It occurs as a result of the fact that 
wealthy groups, fleeing from heavy taxation, go to the 
division. [Therefore, talking about well-to-do groups is largely the result 
of our policy, based on the progressive nature of peasant taxation, which 
forces large multi-sowing groups to disintegrate, etc.] They 
miscalculated the calculation of the harvest again, with the 
distribution of marketable grain we got into the most uncomfortable 
position. This leads to the following conclusion: something needs to 
be done to stop enduring again every year everything that 
happened this year. Since the statistical calculations that determine 
the harvest, the amount of marketable grain, etc., are of absolutely 
exceptional importance for us, are of exceptional importance for our 
entire policy, it is necessary to make changes in the CSO that would 
not put us in such a position. The work of the CSB cannot be 
considered satisfactory. This report is listened to in the Politburo, 
although the Council of People's Commissars should have listened 
to it, because it is connected with major political issues. The 
Politburo must instruct the Council of People's Commissars to take 
all measures that would ensure the party from the mistakes that we 


have now, 


Kamenev. I think that if we want to state here an undeniable fact 
that the CSO changed its figures in relation to the harvest and the 
surplus, then, of course, this can be done.This fact is 
irrefutable. First 61%, then 54%, then 42%. In any case, we have 
before us the fact that the CSO in calculating the yield, commodity 
surpluses, their distribution between individual sowing groups, for 
six months has changed its numbers. If the Central Committee 
should state this and draw organizational conclusions from this, 
i.e., remove comrade Popov, then this can be done without such a 
long report. 
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In July there was a figure of 61, in October 52, now, apparently, they 
also fluctuate around this figure. Popov says that he does not 
know [about the districts] to which territory his figure of 42% belongs. 


Stalin. The Bulletin is clear. 

Kamenev. No, it is not clear in the Bulletin. I'll prove it now. 
[ Stalin. He referred to the 105th bulletin. 

Kamenev. It is impossible at the meeting itself... 

Stalin. I ask for the floor. 


Kamenev.I repeat, there is no need for a report to draw these 
conclusions. If we criticize - and we have accepted the position that it is 
necessary to criticize the survey that the RCP made, then, first of all, we 
must know that we did not find any indication in which official document 
the CSB was criticized. It is not visible which official statement of the CSB 
is criticized.] First of all, itis clear from this document which official 
document of the CSB is being criticized. I 1 know only one thing: the 
official document, printed, published, and reported to government 
agencies - these are the data that are contained in Bulletin No. 105, 
to which Cde. Popov. This document applies to July 21st. It is called 
like this: "Estimated grain-feed balance for 1924/25, based on the 
data sown areas." You cannot refer to the Bulletin, which refers to 
July 21st. This Bulletin contains a figure of 61%. I ask myself: well, is 
there really an attempt in this Bulletin to classify the peasantry and 
stratify the peasantry? In the resolution of the Council of People's 
Commissars of July 28, here I have protocol No. 112, paragraph 3, 
here it says: “We listened to the report of Comrade. Popov about the 
harvest. Resolved: take note of the report "14... I ask, is there an 
attempt in this Bulletin to group the peasantry according to the class 
principle? Is this work socio-economic or purely statistical 
work? That is why I asked Strumilin to confirm that this work is 
purely statistical. On page 71 we see that the entire table is based on 
a division by crops, it is called: "The weight of individual crop 
groups in the total population and in the production of grain." The 
comments given to this table do not mention in a word either the 
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poor man, nor the kulak, nor the well-to-do, but it is said: the entire 
USSR, without Kyrgyzstan, Turkestan, is divided according to the 
size of sowing. It is said: those who sow one tithe have so much 
bread, those who sow two tithes have so much, etc. From this, of 
course, any politician can draw certain conclusions. And the 
politician who would say: I take a seed group and declare this or 
that seed group as fists, wealthy, poor, etc. - would make a gross 
mistake. But the CSB does not make any division into kulaks, into 
middle peasants in its only printed report, issued on July 21, at all. I 
can read this table and comments to it. 


I ask: what is the criticism of RCL directed against? If it is directed 
against statistical methods, then, of course, mistakes were made 
here, and these mistakes must be corrected. If the calculations are 
wrong, Comrade. Popov needs to be removed. But there is also 
another grain-feed balance, printed in the control figures of the State 
Planning Commission. Well, is this control balance checked by the 
RCT? Checked with the balance sheet of the CSO or not? Is it 
matched or not? We know perfectly well that the very size of the 
harvest taken by the State Planning Committee, in comparison with 
the CSO, differs by half a billion poods of grain. After all, everyone 
knows that the CSO determined the initial figure of 4,200 million 
poods, and they were 4,700 million poods. Then they approached 
the definition of commodity surpluses using a different definition of 
consumption: the CSO took less consumption, subtracted less from 
the total amount of the crop The State Planning Commission 
deducted a large amount of consumption from the larger amount of 
the gross harvest. The same commodity surpluses are obtained. But 
the grain-feed balance cannot be the same. If we have two balances: 
one drawn up by the CSO and bad in its methods, the other, drawn 
up by the State Planning Committee, exceeding the gross harvest by 
500 million in accounting, how could it be possible, while working 
through the work of the CSB, not to compare these figures and check 
who is right? We and after the report of Comrade Kuibyshev, we do 
not know what yield figure the basis of our work should be not 
compare these numbers and check who is right? We and after the 
report of Comrade Kuibyshev, we do not know what yield figure 
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the basis of our work should be do not compare these numbers and 
check who is right? We and after the report of Comrade Kuibyshev, 
we do not know what yield figure the basis of our work should be. 


Well, [they] at the CSB made a whole series of errors in their 
calculations, they should be beaten for that. [ Statistical methods were 
wrong.] But I am now going to read the end of the RCT conclusion, 
[I came across the following] conclusions: “In most of the CSB 
departments, such statistical work has been planned and is being 
carried out, which will be done in the future! ...” (reads). They made 
a number of mistakes that need to be corrected. It is indicated that 
they themselves are beginning to correct. This is within the scope of 
testing their statistical methods. [But if you take the average figure ... 
The question of how scientific ... the work of this scientific institution, the 
CSO, is another question, a question that was not even touched upon.] But 
there is another question that is at the center of the entire RCT report 
- this is the following question: how should these seed groups be 
distributed among the rest of the social categories? I ask: where did 
the CSB do this work, where is it published? How can the CSB be 
accused of something that is not its task? Of course, you can set the 
CSO a problem: after you have divided the peasantry into sowing 
groups, give us a characterization of these sowing groups according 
to their socio-economic power. Then it is necessary, in addition to 
these sowing groups, to take into account the issue of 
mechanization, rent, hiring labor, etc. Then we would receive data 
from the CSB that interests us as politicians. If you want, 
Comrade Yakovlev, to blame those who drew conclusions in this 
direction, then it was necessary to say so: from these statistical 
figures, which have not yet been criticized, the wrong conclusions 
were drawn in the direction of the stratification of the peasantry. So, 
it should have been said. But this should not be attributed to either 
the CSB or Comrade. Popov. [They were Kamenev and Golendo.] If you 
want to criticize Kamenev, say so. 


Why attribute to the CSB those crimes that he did not commit, and 
those political acts that he did not commit, because in these statistics 
there is not the slightest hint of a breakdown into kulaks, middle 
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peasants, poor peasants, etc. Has anyone made such an attempt? I 
take the form, the figures that have been brought to the general 
political arena. I took them out after I was told that these figures had 
been reported to the Council of People's Commissars and taken into 
account. It was July 29, 15, and on August 27 I wrote an article in 
Pravda, which says: "Preliminary figures that need elaboration and 
clarification ... (reads)" 16 ... 


This is what the first announcement was. I could not see that socio- 
economic class characteristics were given here [which 
Comrade Yakovlev]. If [here] in my article it was said that 14% of the 
kulaks or the wealthy have 61% of the grain surplus, then this 
accusation could be brought. But this indication [not available] in the 
article no. Now 14% say - without their social-class characteristics - 
they give not 61%, but 54%. Let's accept this amendment. Further, 
they say that 12% - also without a social-class characteristic, give not 
54, but 42%. Let's accept this too. But, in any case, does this reveal 
any wrong characterization of the stratification of the countryside, 
if we state that such and such a percentage of peasants have grain in 
such and such a percentage? In my opinion, this cannot be 
done. And above all else, this issue is not properly tied to the 
CSB. The CSO has nothing to do with it. And anyway, who's got to 
do with it? Where, finally, are there the documents that enable 
critics to present this accusation, where are the documents that say 
that such and such a sowing group is such and such a class within 
the peasantry? These documents do not exist in print. In the State 
Planning Commission, the CSO was introduced as an attempt to 
break down the groups, which are called low-power, medium, etc., 
but only according to the size of the sown area. This clause must not 
be forgotten. Well, these attempts are attempts to define classes 
within the peasantry. This is not the case. If this were so, then we 
can admit that it is not Marxists who are sitting there, since they 
determine the class within the peasantry by one sown area. If such 
an accusation were proven, I would vote not only for the removal 
from the CSB of Comrade. Popov, but even for overclocking the 
entire CSO. What does the CSB say? The CSB definitely states that 
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"the calculation of net surplus and remainder makes it impossible to 
judge ..." (Reads). 


You need to know what we are criticizing. What are we 
criticizing? Are the tasks that the CSO faced - to divide the bread 
between the sowing groups and say that such and such a group has 
so much bread, such and such a group has so much, etc., or are we 
ascribing another task to the CSO - to give a class stratification of the 
peasantry, and the CSB made a mistake.What are you 
criticizing? The CSB report says: "The grain-feed balance of the CSB, 
in which the groupings of farms are given exclusively by the sown 
area" ... You said yourself! Why are you pestering? You yourself 
wrote - “exclusively for the sown area." There are no other 
documents. 


Yakovlev. There is such a document. 
Kamenev. It's a shame you didn't bring him earlier. 
Yakovlev. I'll bring him in now. 


Kamenev. [If so, then the CSO is completely wrong. What's next?] Well, 
then we'll talk. The RCT decree says: "To recognize as impossible on 
the basis of ..." (reads) 17. 


Here I think that Comrade Popov is right when he protests against 
the fact that he is forced to enter into one group completely different 
sown areas in order to get a grouping of middle peasants, poor 
peasants, and kulaks, and he quite rightly asks: whom do you want 
to be classified as kulaks and on what grounds? Why can't I give a 
group from 2 to 3 dessiatines, from 3 to 4, etc., but have to combine 
groups from 2 to 20 dessiatines and give reassuring data about the 
fist and the middle peasant. Comrade Popov is right that such 
criticism from the RCI prompts the CSB to do the wrong job. You 
say that [this is not good] from [this] figures of the CSB there can be a 
darkening of the role of the middle peasant.I don't know if 
Comrade Popov, when [ spent] conducted his statistical work, about 
the middle peasants or kulaks. You reproach him with the fact that 
this balance obscures the national economic and political situation 
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and the role of the middle peasant in this economy. How can this 
table obscure this situation? 


Yakovlev. Not this one. 
Kamenev. What is it? 

Yakovlev. There is another table. 
Kamenev. So not this one. 
Yakovlev. It has been published. 


Kamenev. You are hinting, obviously, at the table that was compiled 
at the CSO and which is now being developed at the State Planning 
Committee, about which Comrade Strumilin. There [division made] 
there is a designation of groups: low-power, medium, rich, etc. We 
must ask ourselves: is this a division along social lines, or is this 
what Comrade Popov, i.e., that these groupings are specifically 
designated as area-based groupings. Well, [Comrade Strumilin, as 
you write and understand the word “rich”. Think] what do you think 
that Comrade. Popov [or someone else social] wealth determines only 
the sown area, you think that he does not know that, when 
characterizing the social status of the rich, it is necessary to take into 
account rent, hired labor, implements, etc., and not only the sown 
area. [Here I named these conditions only for the sown area, as for rent, 
hired labor, cars, etc., I did not take this into account. Can it be said after 
this that there is an attempt to describe the stratification of the peasantry? I 
think not. They may be wrong here too, and probably wrong. This does not 
provide any data to say that this is not a stratification of the peasantry, this 
is a grouping according to the sown area, and this whole story is called a 
sowing grouping in grain production. I know that before today’s meeting 
it could be assumed that the CSB believes that 14% of the total peasant 
population has 50% of the grain. Can we say about 14% if the kulaks have 
50-60%? This cannot be said, this is not, so I think one must 
distinguish.] The CSO has done work on seeding divisions. He is 
now being criticized from the point of view of the class division of 
the countryside. This is wrong, and therefore the entire middle part 
of this RCT ruling is irrelevant. 
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I will dwell on [ how it is done] for a moment more what RCT offers 
us. After all, the RCI commission has finally established who should 
be considered a poor person, a middle peasant, or a fist. Until now, 
none of us could give such an answer, and we could not exactly 
answer the notes submitted at party meetings. Now we already 
know this, because quite independently of the work of the CSB, 
several pages here are devoted to the precise establishment of the 
attribute of who is a poor peasant, an average peasant, and a 
kulak. [ The difference between the CSB and the RFL is that the CSB has 
already adopted 16% for the North Caucasus, while the methods remain 
the same.] | believe that the Central Committee would make a big 
mistake if, on the basis of the position of Comrade. Yakovlev would 
set such a line. You said very well that you cannot judge only by the 
sowing group, you need to take data on rent, labor recruitment, 
etc. But you yourself took the trait only by the seed group. I think 
that we cannot accept this part [written] of the report. [This is not only 
a criticism of the CSB, but if we accept it, we will once and for all ... from 
the middle peasant] If this is applied as a directive for the CSB, then 
this is a push towards glossing over the ongoing process, the 
meaning [of this paper] of this report, since it is not only a criticism 
of the methods, [since the matter is aimed at ensuring that the calculated 
groups of the peasantry, precisely in the middle part, about which, on the 
basis of the data of the Central Statistical Office, one can judge which part 
of them approaches the poor ...] is reduced to glossing over the division 
of the peasantry, and in particular, to obscuring those processes that 
are among the middle peasants. 


[This must not be done, because when we remove Popov, we put the CSB 
in such conditions that it will always try to apply the data it receives to 
these numbers. I think we can make a big mistake here. If we restrict 
ourselves to the fact that this figure was good, that you changed it, that 
errors indicate that the work was wrong - this is possible.] But in no case 
should this be taken as a directive for the future work of the CSB. 


Stalin *. (* The text of JV Stalin's speech in the copy of the transcript with 
the copyright is missing. Reconciliation was made with a copy of Stalin’s 
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speech preserved in his personal fund. (RGASPI. F. 558. Op. 11. D. 1105. 
L. 126-129.)) 


Comrade Kamenev is right that it is impossible to adjust the figures, 
otherwise all our planning, all our calculations [of the State Planning 
Commission] will be in vain. Moreover, I am in favor of trying to 
adjust the numbers to equate to a criminal offense. Without this, we 
cannot achieve objective figures. 


Why didn't the RCT undertake a survey of the findings of the State 
Planning Commission? I don’t know. It must be because the Council 
of People's Commissars did not instruct him to do this. As far as I 
know, the RCI worked on the instructions of the Council of People's 
Commissars. 


In one comrade. Kamenev is wrong to say that crop groups do not 
affect social groups. This is not true. Grouping certainly affects. This 
is one of the decisive factors of the question, and this is true not only 
as a general position, but also judging by the way our party reacted 
to these figures. I remember the speeches of a number of comrades 
who believed that by the guise of the well-to-do they meant 
kulaks. A number of comrades thought so, Ican name, for example, 
Comrade. Trotsky. [ The fact that we have a well-to-do is a kulak, you 
published this in one of your speeches in Pravda. It turns out that the fist 
was growing ...|] 


Trotsky. Nothing like this. I said the opposite, I said that even if we 
take this 14% for kulaks, if we forget about technical agriculture and 
all other conditions, then next year the share of kulaks in the market 
will be less than 61%, and not more. 


Stalin. I am not saying it as a reproach, you have a number of 
reservations in your speech, I think, in the Business Club 18, but I 
want to say that you, and all of us, and a number of other comrades, 
from the figures of the CSB, came to the conclusion that the fist has 
grown enormously. You know the article by Comrade Golendo 19, 
and I will not expand on this. The recalculation of crop groupings 
into socio-economic groupings was carried out - of course, 
incorrectly - by many. [I can point to a number of comrades who believe 
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that if the well-to-do has a surplus percentage, it turns out to be something 
like a fist. In the North Caucasus, for example, Comrade. The compatriot 
thought so too. A number of party members understood that the grouping 
according to crops is an allusion to the corresponding socio-economic 
grouping. Popov does not deny the same thing ... This is also a hint of 
recalculation of sowing groups into socio-economic groups, we take 
everything into account and want to create clarity.] 


Why did I refer to Bulletin 105? Because he was referred to by 
Comrade Popov. I asked: these three tables - the first - 61% of the 
surplus among the wealthy, the second - 52% and the third - 42%, 
does this concern the USSR as a whole or any particular region? He 
said that he didn’t know, and referred to Bulletin No. 105. [ Then 
Comrade. Popov considered peasant farms to be prosperous from 6 dess 
“yatins " and over 10 dess “yatins” of sowing, and now, on the basis of the 
3rd table, peasant farms are classified from 8 and above dessyatins, and 
42% are obtained. 


Now he reported to us, here I have a new table, it says in brackets: see 
bulletin No. 105. 


Voice. How is it: across the country or in individual regions? 


Stalin. The bulletin says that across the country, if all groups are counted 
not from 6, but from 8, then 42% will turn out. I referred to this because 
this table is referenced by Comrade Popov. Comrade Popov says: I don’t 
remember whether this concerns the whole of Russia, or one region, he 
doesn’t know. 


Voice. This is by combining methods. 


Stalin. Let's say it’s a concatenation method, but I want 
numbers. Statistics is the science of numbers. I had every right to do this, I 
was convinced by Comrade. Popov, who said: see Bulletin No. 105.] I 
looked at the Bulletin, and it turned out that the matter concerns the 
Union as a whole. 


What is the conclusion? We consider the criticism given by the RCT 
commission, criticism of the CSB accounting method. It's clear to 
me. The CSO made gross mistakes, and Comrade. Popov is wrong. 
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Rykov. The question is whether we accept the RCT's conclusions 
that mistakes were made by the CSO and whether we accept the 
RCT's proposal that the leadership of the CSB should be changed in 
order to avoid these mistakes in the future. There is no need to 
review and approve any new RCT tables. 


The second is Comrade. Kamenev said that no one tried to interpret 
these figures [in terms of] as figures of the class stratification of the 
peasantry, and if anyone tried to do this, it would be wrong. I am 
reading excerpts from the report of Comrade Kamenev at the 
plenum of MK 20: 


"In other words, we must clearly see that the harvest, which in itself 
is a tremendous contribution to the national economy, is used more 
by the well-to-do elements of the countryside than by the middle 
and poor." 


“T must say that, unfortunately, not everyone has an exact 
understanding of the meaning of the figures given. Incredible as it 
may seem, I had to face an attempt to hide, gloss over these figures 
in our press. " 


“T am sure that the comrades acted with the best of intentions. But, 
as you know, hell is paved with wonderful intentions. I am sure that 
these comrades considered themselves genuine Leninists. But, of 
course, one cannot imagine anything more hostile, alien, contrary to 
Lenin's policy, Lenin's tactics, Lenin's practice of leadership, than 
such an attempt to gloss over the figures of the stratification of the 
peasantry. The very possibility of such a fact in our communist 
environment amazed me so much that I took the first opportunity 
to publish these figures in our newspapers. I added to these figures: 
these figures must be firmly memorized. " 


Kamenev. What kind? 


Rykov. Hush up the numbers that you give above. Iam now going 
to read the passage of your brochure where you cite them. These are 
the same CSB figures that are now being criticized: 
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“When we say: the peasantry will throw 1200 million poods on the 
market. bread - do not think that all 22 million peasant households 
will throw it away. 37% of the peasants will also need bread this year 
and will buy it on the side. What group of the peasantry is this? One 
that has sown up to 2 acres. It is opposed by another group of the 
peasantry, constituting only 14%; it has 33% of gross collection and 
61% of all commodity surpluses, i.e., out of 1200 million poods that 
will be thrown into the city market, about 700 million will not be 
thrown out by the peasantry in general, but only 14% of the 
peasantry with crops over 6 dessyatins of land. Finally, the middle 
group is 49%, which has only 39% of all bread put on the 
market. These five figures: 37% of the peasantry, which not only will 
not sell grain, but will buy it, 49%, (* Both quotations are taken from 
Comrade Kamenev’s brochure "Our Achievements, Difficulties and 
Prospects”, pp. 24-25 (Note of the verbatim record)). 


[All these tablets are laid out, smeared over, and you say that there are no 
such attempts to gloss over the figures of the stratification of the 
peasantry.] You said about these figures that an attempt to gloss over 
them is an attempt to gloss over the figures of the stratification of 
the peasantry. 


[Then the second. Only those figures that were announced at the beginning 
are given: 61% of such and such a group of the peasantry; such and such a 
group will buy, not sell, and 49% of the peasants will have 39% of all grain 
thrown onto the market. An attempt to gloss over the figures is an attempt 
to gloss over the figures of the stratification of the peasantry. What 
interpretation can be derived from the figures that have been given? These 
are five figures - 37%, who will not only sell, but buy. This is Kamenev's 
mistake, they will buy and sell, and buy, perhaps, more than they 
sell.] Your brochure also says that 37% of the peasants will buy grain, 
but it turns out that they will sell at least 20% of all the grain sold by 
the peasants, but they will also buy. But they will buy in the summer 
and at the end of winter, they have been selling until now. This table 
was misleading. It says the opposite of what was reported today. I 
do not reproach you that you are only one of us who made these 
wrong conclusions, not only you, but many. Indication of 
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Comrade Kamenev's opinion that no one in the press ever drew 
conclusions from these tablets about the class stratification of the 
peasantry is completely wrong. This is proved by quotations from 
the brochure comrade. Kamenev "Our achievements, difficulties 
and prospects." 


Yakovlev. I will answer the question of Comrade Kamenev as to 
where this document was published.If by way of formal 
publication, in "Economic Life" No. 204 of October 1, the head of the 
relevant department of the CSB, comrade. Dubenetsky (non- 
partisan) cites this grouping, and he cites the groups not by sown 
area, as it was in Bulletin No. 105, but in this way: seedless, 
underpowered, average, prosperous and rich. From the table he 
cites, it can be seen that 40% of all surplus grain is in the middle 
peasant, not in such and such a sowing group, but in the middle 
peasant, the remaining 54% (well-to-do and rich) [are combined into 
one rich group] of bread is concentrated in the wealthy and rich. In 
the official document, printed, the sowing groupings were turned 
into class groupings. [I take] In the affairs of the commission, we 
have the minutes of the State Planning Committee section, where 
the same balance is being examined for [other] class 
groups. [Comrade Dubinetskiy proves at this meeting the class 
grouping. Maybe this was a personal statement by Comrade Dubinetskiy, 
I will check it. But I have the following three statements, from different 
heads of the CSB.] That this was not a personal speech by Comrade 
Dubinetsky, is proved at least by the following statements by the 
heads of the CSB. Here is the statement: 


“Let us also shed light on the question of which groups and strata of 
the peasantry could provide the procurers with the greatest amount 
of grain. The answer to this is given in the following table, which 
shows the distribution of the population, gross and net harvest of 
grain, surplus and shortage of grain by groups of farms of various 
capacities. The table shows that 46% of all surplus grain is held by 
the middle peasants, and the remaining 54% belong to well-to-do 
and wealthy farms, accounting for 12% of the total mass of 
households and 14% of the total rural population. " (From an article 


240 


by Comrade Dubenetsky, published in No. 216 of 22 / X-25, 
"Economic Life" - "Harvest of 1925") 


“The basis for the unification into these larger groups was taken 
from the features that are set forth in the work of 
A.N. Khryashcheva on Classes and Groups in the Peasantry, 
published for last year's Congress of Soviets. (From the note by 
Comrade Dubenetsky, published in No. 226 of 3 / X - this year 
"Economic Life" - to the article "Harvest of 1925") 


“Despite all the conventionality of uniting specific sowing groups 
into classes (small, low-powered, medium-sized, well-to-do, and 
rich), this basis - sowing groups - still gives the greatest guarantee 
of the rationality of group building. The Commission is well aware 
of exactly how the CSO made the transition from sowing to class 
groups in different areas. This was clearly published two years ago. 
"(From the report of Comrade Khryashcheva at the Collegium of 
the NK RCI 26 / XI - "On the groupings adopted in the grain-feed 
balance”) 


Then remember that statement by Comrade Popov, which I quoted 
earlier, that it is necessary to form social classes from seed groups, 
and that this was done by the CSO. 


This shows how groundless Comrade Kamenev that the balance of 
the CSO was not drawn up according to class groups. Finally, one 
final reference: 


“The above calculations of some elements of the grain-fodder 
balance were made by the CSO for sowing groups; recounting them 
into social groups was made at the insistence of the secretary 
comrade. Kamenev ". (From the CSB report on the calculation of the 
grain-feed balance.) 


We did not examine the question of how it was carried out and what 
role was played here by the secretary comrade. Kamenev. 


Kamenev. Very small. 
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Yakovlev. But we have 5-6 documents that all say one thing. We are 
dealing with an attempt to give the distribution of surpluses and 
shortcomings according to class groups, and Khryascheva speaks 
not of groups, but of classes in the countryside. From this point of 
view, we [ approached how the distribution of classes in the CSO was 
made] and had to check what the “classes” represented in the balance 
were. We found that there are no classes other than confusion 
here. Comrade Popov did not refute the main thing that he took the 
statistical average for the districts, calculated the average sowing in 
the districts and called this economy average. The statistical average 
is taken, this farm is called a "class" and then all farms above this are 
called either well-to-do or rich. When, what Marxist [could draw such 
conclusions on the basis of such signs] carried out such a grouping? We 
do not dispute that it is advisable to group according to seed 
groups. The whole question is how to group. It is necessary to group 
in such a way that if you want to form classes from seed groups, 
then take into account the hiring of labor, rent, means of production, 
gross income, etc. The whole trouble is with the CSB that, having all 
the data that we also used, having received them from the CSB or 
developed the raw materials of the CSB (we had 15 people working 
on the calculations for several weeks), nevertheless, the average 
statistical took it for an average economy ... 


Last question. In this regard, Comrade Popov formulated his 
political point of view as follows. These are his words at the RCI 
Collegium, where he said the following: the initial, principled point 
of view of the commission that revised the balance sheet is "an 
obsolete old-people's idea about the middle peasant, which has long 
been archived." This announcement largely sheds light on the 
approach taken by the CSO. This is what he wrote, it is not just 
said. The initial principled point of view, which we are accused of, 
is the obsolete old people's idea of the middle peasant, which has 
long been handed over to the archives. Of course, having such a 
principled starting point of view that the idea of the middle peasant 
is an old people's idea handed over to the archives, the CSO gave us 
such groupings that cannot be justified from any point of view and 
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which must be given justice to the CSO. are quite consistent with the 
political views of Comrade. Popov. 


Finally, the last question * (* Further, to the end, the text of the speech 
was so significantly revised by the author that it is impossible to reflect this 
correction.), - this is a question about the direction of development in 
the given conditions and at this time. We were convinced on the 
basis of materials on the evolution of farms in a number of provinces 
and on the basis of a comparison of the distribution of farms by 
sowing groups in 1924-25 that this issue requires more clarity. The 
impact of the nationalization of the land, of the entire totality of the 
policy of the soviet power in the conditions of the general rise of the 
national economy, gives in a number of regions an exceptional 
uniqueness of evolution. We have regions in which, judging by the 
data we have on crops and livestock, in the poor groups there is a 
predominance of the rise to the upper groups over the descent into 
the lower groups. If we consider the fate of the poor groups from 
1924 to 1925, we see the following. Some of these farms are moved 
to cities, turning into seedless, a relatively much larger part passes 
into the higher sowing groups. In the poor part, the transition to the 
higher groups prevails over the transition to the lower groups. At 
the same time, their share in the population falls from 1924 to 
1925. At the same time, in these areas, there is either a stable state, 
or a very insignificant increase in the share of multi-sowing rich 
farms with a simultaneous increase in their livestock capacity. These 
are the regions: the consuming strip, the Right Bank of Ukraine. 


Another type of evolution is given to us by areas of extensive grain 
farming, like the North Caucasus and steppe Ukraine, for 
example. In the poor strata, the transition to the higher groups also 
significantly prevails over the transition to the lower ones. From 
1924 to 1925 there was a very noticeable reduction in the share of 
low-sown farms. But at the same time, at the other pole, the share 
and means of production of the most powerful strata grows 
relatively very quickly. Here the differentiation is characterized not 
by the fact that on the one hand the poor grow up, and on the other 
- the rich, but by the fact that with the reduction of the role of the 
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poor, with the transition of some of them to the middle peasants, a 
powerful multi-sown part of the village grows especially rapidly. 


Finally, we have regions where the evolution from 1924 to 1925 
gives the most common examples of differentiation: such is, for 
example, Siberia, where, on the one hand, there is an increase in the 
proportion and number of seedless and poor farms, and on the other 
hand, a serious increase farms are powerful, multi-sowing, with 
large means of production. 


I cite these considerations in order to emphasize the need to exercise 
extreme caution in all attempts to judge the ratio of individual 
classes and groups in the countryside only on the basis of data for 
the year, without taking into account the specific uniqueness of 
evolution by region. In any case, on the basis of such kind of pieces 
of paper as the grain-feed balance of the CSO - imprecise in all its 
main elements, controversial in the method of its construction, 
incorrect in the grouping adopted in it - it is impossible to draw any 
conclusions that are sufficiently serious and informed about what is 
happening in the village. 


Rudzutak. I find it difficult to comment on the discussion regarding 
statistical methods, since I am not familiar with this case. I must 
nevertheless state that on the basis of these statistics of the grain- 
feed balance, we have drawn up a number of our most important 
decisions: about our grain export plan, regarding the procurement 
plan, the delivery of goods, etc. It must be said that the inner content 
of these figures, as they are presented to us now, of course, should 
have shed a slightly different light on all our work [if they had been 
presented at such a meeting as today. We did not consider these figures; we 
did not consider them as a proposal from the CSB.] We considered these 
figures as commodity surpluses, we proceeded from them when we 
made our procurement plan. [... Further, if our numbers were correct, 
then the procurement policy should have taken on a slightly different 
color.] Therefore, regardless of what methods there were, how the 
CSB made its calculations - right or wrong, that every year the same 
percentage of amendments, the same percentage of livestock 
feeding, etc. etc., - but the most characteristic feature of these figures 
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is that they were not given the real content that Comrade Popov. [ If 
the content of these figures were real, then we would build our construction 
plan in a slightly different context.] Therefore, I believe that, setting 
aside all methods, it can be considered proven that our autumn 
grain procurement campaign was built on the wrong numbers. We 
were first told that the figures cited give the figures for marketable 
grain surpluses, we assumed that this was marketable bread, and 
that is how we built our plan. Today we hear something completely 
different. Today we hear that this is not marketable bread, that there 
is some other convention, that a whole series of turns of the village 
itself is needed here, etc. How is it proven that the bread sold by the 
poor in the fall does not reach the market? But, in any case, it turns 
out that something. what we took in the fall for marketable bread is 
today declared non-marketable. Thus, our entire practical grain 
procurement plan was based essentially on incorrect statistical data, 
and at the same time was, of course,a number of erroneous 
decisions were made based on these data. As for the political harm 
that these figures have brought, I think there is no need to talk about 
it - it is clear to everyone. That this table was accepted as the class 
stratification of the village is also clear to everyone. At any workers' 
meeting, most of the notes concerning village issues refer precisely 
to this question: the surplus grain would not have fallen to the 
kulaks, and, thanks to this, we would not have fallen into 
dependence on the kulaks. Therefore, I think that regardless of all 
the methods, calculations, etc., which were argued today, it can be 
considered established that the incorrect presentation of the internal 
content of these figures, the incorrect understanding of this 
marketability when discussing the grain procurement plan, the 
export-import plan, led to a whole series of mistakes in grain export 
and import policy. These errors occurred due to the fact that the 
incorrectness of these figures was not timely 
reported. Comrade Popov did not say anything about this, at least I 
did not hear anything from him about it. I have not heard such a 
statement from our communists from the CSO, and this issue was 
debated at almost all meetings. 
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Therefore, regardless of the CSO's methods of work, it seems to me 
that it can be considered fully proven that in our export-import and 
grain-export campaigns mistakes were made solely due to the great 
inaccuracy of these figures. This can be stated. 


Chairman. Comrade has the floor. Trotsky. 


Trotsky. I would not dwell on the wrong quote, because if you 
answer all the wrong quotes, then there will not be enough working 
day, but I stop here because it has a close relationship to the essence 
of the issue under discussion. I don’t know who read what report in 
Pravda, I have not seen any report in Pravda. I think that if you refer 
to an unpublished report, then you need to take the idea in full, even 
if it is more complicated than the question that is currently being 
examined. The idea of my report was directed precisely against the, 
as they say, the panic mood that was created here and there in 
connection with these figures on the distribution of grain 
surpluses.I spoke in my report on the following topic: what 
determines the social share of the stratification of the peasantry, to 
what extent this stratification affects the general character of our 
development, and I argued that that it is impossible to take the 
question of differentiation regardless of the growth of industry, 
transport, credit, foreign and domestic trade. It is necessary to take 
these two rates in relation, this is the first thing. And secondly, one 
cannot deceive oneself with the paradoxically large percentage of 
kulak surpluses, even if it is correct: this percentage is characteristic 
of the initial stage of this economic process. The idea that I 
developed was this: even if we assume that 14% of the peasants 
actually provide 61% of the grain surplus in a given year, how much 
will fall to their share next year? This question, which was not raised 
here at all, was raised by me in my report. This is a very serious 
question. It is necessary to take into account not only the 
stratification statistics, but also the dynamics. If next year the same 
14% of peasants will give 65%, and then - 75%, then this will be a 
process that is clearly threatening. I argued that if the figure for 61% 
is correct - about which I expressed my strong doubt in my report - 
this does not mean at all that next year the same group will give 


246 


65%. On the contrary, according to all data, there will be a decrease: 
say, 55% or less. How did I prove this? [I’m with Comrade. Popov 
phoned on this issue and met his support.] We are going through a 
rather rapid revival of agricultural marketability. Throwing away 
the surplus grain that part of the peasantry, which is placed in more 
favorable conditions, is in a more favorable position, i.e., kulak and 
prosperous minority. In the next period, the middle peasant also 
begins to throw out more correctly, less than the fist, but there is 
more of the middle peasant. The percentage of marketability will 
move from the fist to the middle peasant. Let us make the following 
assumption: the kulak throws out, say, 1000 poods, and the middle 
peasant throws out only 5 poods on the market. (I take, of course, 
completely arbitrary [and fantastic] numbers); next year the kulak, 
suppose, will throw out not a thousand poods, but 2 thousand 
poods, - twice as much, and the average peasant 200 poods. Is the 
differentiation intensified or not? Certainly. The kulak threw out 
995 poods of surplus last year. more than the middle peasant, and 
this year it is 1800 poods more. Differentiation has increased. Has 
the percentage of participation of the entire kulak group in the 
market increased or not? The percentage of participation of the 
kulak has decreased because there are much more middle 
peasants. Therefore, the thought that I argued there was that even if 
the CSB figures are correct - which I expressed great doubt - they do 
not mean a growing number of kulaks' participation in the market, 
but characterize only the initial stage of marketability. [I called this 
the paradox of all calculus.] This was my main point. I said this: even 
if these figures are correct, does this mean that the rate of 
differentiation and the growth of the share of the kulak economy 
will increase in the next few years? At the same time, I leave aside 
our fiscal policy, and the main question is whether we can counter 
the differentiation of the peasantry with a sufficiently rapid growth 
of industry. I argued that these figures should not be "scared" by the 
CSB, because they, even if correct, characterize the initial stage of 
marketability. In order to illustrate my idea more vividly, I took the 
least favorable data for me, namely the figures of the CSB, which 
were then first published by Comrade Kamenev is against me. 
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Kamenev. Against you? 


Trotsky. Yes, against me, you do it so often that you could forget 
once. This is how it really was. The train of thought of my report 
does not fit either into the framework of the resolution of the RFCI, 
or into the considerations developed by Comrade Kamenev. I think, 
nevertheless, that my idea was correct, and the numbers served only 
for illustration. 


Comrade Stalin said here that the figures of the PSU misled a 
number of comrades, and as an example he called himself, me, and 
comrade. Golendo, which I first hear about. 


Rykov. This is a historical person. 


Trotsky. Historical figures now appear so quickly that you do not 
have time to remember them. [ There was also talk about Comrade 
Bogushevsky, of whom I had not heard.] In any case, the articles of 
Comrade. I have not read Golendo, now I will try to remember his 
name, the views of Comrade I don’t know Stalin’s answer to this 
question, since, as far as I know, he didn’t express them. As for my 
own views, I expressed them, they are transcribed, and their 
meaning is the opposite of what was attributed to me here. In the 
debate, I was accused of softening differentiation, of being too 
optimistic about the dynamics of differentiation, i-e., in exactly the 
opposite sin. For verification, I communicated my views to 
Comrade Strumilin before the report, and he agreed with 
them. Comrade Strumilin, do you remember that? 


Strumilin. Yes I remember. 


Trotsky. That is how the debate developed in practice, that was the 
real idea of the report. 


Molotov. First of all, about the Central Statistics Office. [Obviously 
what needs to be emphasized now] What is the CSB charged with? CSO, 
as can be seen from the report, has two groups of errors. The first 
group concerns how, by what methods the CSB considered on 
certain issues related to the grain-feed balance. It seems to me that 
here to go into details, in individual amendments that are 
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introduced by the commission comrade. Yakovlev and RCT as a 
whole is impossible. But the objections made by Comrade Popov, 
these amendments are not rejected. Comrade Strumilin also spoke 
here that there are big mistakes in the methods of the CSO. Does this 
matter for the conclusions of the Politburo? Yes, it does 
matter. Because more correct calculations of the RCT give a different 
grain and feed balance and a different distribution of grain 
surpluses between the sowing groups of peasants, which is reflected 
in the economic conclusions. 


The second group of CSO errors concerns the figures themselves, 
which the CSO gave three times as conclusions from its work. And 
now the CSB does not say for sure whether its numbers are final or 
not. Enough has been said about this here. But it should be noted 
that both the CSO and Comrade Popov, purely political mistakes are 
visible. Comrade Yakovlev said here that the leading officials of the 
Central Statistical Board published data that already speak of the 
division of the peasantry into social groups, to which the sowing 
groups were equated. Then, the data that were given by the CSO to 
the state bodies and to the RCT commission itself - they say that the 
CSO has slipped from the sowing groups to social divisions. But in 
particular it seems to me erroneous what affects Comrade. Popov in 
his report at today's meeting of the Politburo: here he spoke about 
the political side of the matter and emphasized the importance for 
our policy of the fact that the CSB figures show that the grain surplus 
is at the top of the village. He explained that it was necessary to 
indicate this, because from the point of view of the grain price 
policy, it was important for us to show that when we lower prices, 
we lower them at the kulak, at the rich peasantry. He also said that 
otherwise there would be a bad political effect in relation to the low- 
powered since the policy of lowering grain prices would then hit 
them. The impression is that Comrade Popov, as it were, adjusted 
his figures to these political conclusions. It turns out that the CSB 
figures are not only statistical conclusions, but that they are spoiled 
by purely political conclusions. Comrade Popov wants to prove, he 
needs to prove that most of the grain surplus is in the hands of the 
well-to-do stratum. This is the mistake. But over the years we have 
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pursued not only a policy of lowering prices. At the moment we are 
pursuing a policy of lowering prices, but we had a moment when 
we were pursuing a policy of increasing prices. Who are we working 
for then? In your opinion, it turns out that we are working for the 
well-to-do kulak strata of the countryside. There is political 
confusion here. And here it is especially characteristic that 
Comrade. Popov does not notice the role of the middle peasant in 
the village. You, comrade. Popov, politics: defend the poor and lay 
siege to the well-to-do kulak group, which means not seeing the 
facts, in particular, the results of the October Revolution in the 
countryside. Your statistics conclusions are brought under the 
policy, and this leads to errors in statistics, and therefore your 
numbers change so often. Today some numbers, tomorrow - others. 


More about the grain-feed balance and the breakdown of the village 
into social groups. The main issue here is bread prices. How to 
approach the question of grain prices is of tremendous 
importance. Is it true that 61% of the grain surplus is with the well- 
to-do kulak strata or not? The grain price policy must be proof that 
our alliance with the middle peasant is strong and is being 
implemented in practice. If we do not understand this, then we are 
confusing our policy. Either a narrow-poor policy, or a kulak-rich 
policy - such a statement is incorrect. Meanwhile, our policy is the 
proletariat and the poor together, plus an alliance with the middle 
peasant. It seems to me wrong that what I read from 
Comrade. Trotsky about his report in "Economic Life". 


Trotsky. There was in the report, it seems, it was said that we are 
exporting 1 billion poods. grain forage, and in general all nonsense. 


Molotov. Namely, that 14% of the kulak elite in the countryside has 
61% of surplus grain. 


Rykov. The term "kulak elite" was in the article. 


Trotsky. Why didn't you tell me this then, but saved it for discussion 
about the CSB? 
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Molotov. [I don’t attach any importance to this.]1 didn't save 
anything. My task is to show the following: the dynamics of the 
social development of the village is of great importance for us, and 
not only a comparison with the next year, but also a comparison 
with the past. But not only that. A number of comrades said that this 
year 61% of the surplus was found in 14% of the well-to-do kulak 
population of the village. If the situation is such that 61% is at the 
well-to-do kulak elite of the countryside, then what kind of policy 
do we get in the field of grain prices? Ambiguities must not be 
allowed here — confusion in the party and wrong orientation 
among the working masses. The question is, what policy do we 
adhere to in the grain issue? The current figures - 61%, since they are 
given as socio-economic figures - are incorrect, erroneous. This 
mistake was helped by both the CSO and Comrade. Popov in 
particular. Comrade Golendo who said bluntly that in the sowing 
groups there are three social groups: underpowered, middle 
peasants and well-to-do. He directly says that there are three layers 
in the countryside, and from this he draws political and economic 
conclusions, he says that 61% have a well-to-do kulak layer in the 
countryside. From this it follows that our policy of grain prices is 
evidently a policy for the well-to-do kulak section of the 
countryside. Remember that Comrade In a speech at a meeting in 
the STO Kamenev had to amend his report at the MC, which was 
published in Pravda and in Economic Life. there is a policy for the 
well-to-do kulak part of the village. Remember that Comrade In a 
speech at a meeting in the STO Kamenev had to amend his report at 
the MC, which was published in Pravda and in Economic Life. 


Comrade Kamenev said in the STO: please, do not count 14% as the 
kulak part of the village, which is 3-4%. Why was this amendment 
required? Because the initial data, as they were interpreted, lead to 
incorrect political conclusions. These tendencies were also 
discovered by Comrade. Popov, and CSO. They were reflected in 
the first report of Comrade. Kamenev. It seems to me proven that on 
the basis of the statistical errors of the CSB and on the basis that the 
CSB approached its work from the wrong political angle, harmful 
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confusion was created, which contributed to the misleading of some 
comrades. 


Kamenev. What is balance? We all understand that this is the 
balance of grain surpluses for individual groups [as I understand it as 
it is written], ie., annual turnover total. But these surpluses do not 
include 500 million poods. bread remaining within the peasant 
circulation. Anyone interested in this matter knows that it is written 
everywhere and everywhere. [500 million of domestic peasant turnover 
is excluded from the grain surplus. This is understood by all who are 
interested in the substance.] Half a billion poods of grain does not go 
to the city market, and in excess of these 500 million there are about 
a million poods of grain, which will be moved from the countryside 
in its entirety to the city market. Within this, government purchases, 
exports, and private purchases can be made to supply urban 
centers. How can one forget the elementary truth that the poor sell 
in autumn and buy in spring? But this, of course, is not reflected in 
the annual results. Now with regard to prices. I was not there when 
the prices were set. The prices were set by the Politburo at about 1 
ruble, according to a telegram from Comrade Mikoyan 21. They 
said: here is the guideline figure of about one ruble, stick to it. [The 
CSB also took part in this.] The CSB figures did not play a role in this. 


[The middle peasant is the central figure of the village, now let's turn to 
what he has. It seems to me that the price of 1 rub. was installed by telegram 
comrade. Mikoyan.] 


The CSO figures were changed three times. This guideline price is 
about 1 rub. however, it did not change, despite the fact that the CSB 
figures changed relative to 61%, 54%, etc. What does the last 
Politburo decision on this matter say? Try to bring prices to the 
guideline price of 1 ruble. 22 The point was that in cases where the 
price exceeded this guideline price, the price should be brought 
down to 1 ruble. Until now, this figure has not raised any doubts as 
a marginal norm. What does the CSB figures have to do with it? The 
CSB figures change, but the directive price remains the same, and 
no one raises the question of changing it. Why didn't anyone do 
this? From the figures that I published, the figures of the CSO, I 
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concluded that since bread is distributed in this way, we pay 1 
ruble. 60 kopecks, then it is necessary to adjust by all measures to 1 
ruble. But there was no panic in front of the fist. 


The second comment concerns the question of the numbers 
themselves. Comrade Trotsky says that I published these figures 
against him. I assure you that I did not publish these figures against 
him. 


Trotsky. I am not saying that it was published against me on 
purpose. 


Kamenev. I don’t know, maybe I was mistaken, but reading your 
articles, I didn’t see that you in any way participated in the 
campaign to gloss over the stratification of the village that was. Even 
if you wanted to say it, you couldn't do it, because it contradicts all 
your latest statements. I want to say that I have not announced these 
figures against anyone. We must be aware of it. The figures were 
reported to the Council of People's Commissars on July 28 at a 
meeting chaired by Comrade Rykov. Nobody paid attention to 
these figures. SNK adopted the report of Comrade Popov, for 
information, no one said a single word against this. 1 may have 
made a mistake that I took these figures as they were printed in the 
CSB Bulletin No. 105, but there were no other figures. These were 
the first numbers. I said that these are preliminary figures that need 
to be worked out. But to say that 14% of peasant households, 
regardless of whether they are kulaks or not, have 61% of all 
surpluses, based on the figures from the Central Statistical Bureau, 
this could be said. [Six months later, you say: not 61%, but 54%. And in 
December, when 250-270 million have already been purchased, 12% of 
peasant households - 42% of all grain. This is politically significant. We 
will now remove Popov, swear, etc. 


Voice. 42 and 61 are a big difference. 


Kamenev. Regardless of this difference - 42 in 12 peasant households is of 
great importance. If there were no exact data, but only 14 and 61, this 
should have been said.] After all, the distribution of grain is one of the 
main factors of our economic year. And since I was the first to 
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perform, I gave these figures. [ Comrade Rykov is trying to prove that I 
made a recount, that this is not a stratification of the countryside. 


Rykov. This is the figure of class division. 


Kamenev. It’s a pity that in all your previous conversations you said that 
Golendo made a recount, that I didn’t pull him down and used these 
figures.| Comrade Rykov quotes my [data]articles.I am _ very 
grateful to him for that. But he did not cite a single place where I 
said that 14% are fists; it is all the worse to quote in such a way that 
you know perfectly well my unpublished article, where it is 
precisely indicated that to judge the kulak and the middle peasant 
only by crops is absolute political illiteracy. Of course, the crops are 
determined. But with the nationalization of the land, with the 
equalization of the land, which we have produced, to speak of socio- 
economic groups, without mentioning either rent, or hired labor, or 
mechanization, etc.- this is complete illiteracy. It turns out that 
either I have forgotten the ABC of Marxism, or you are doing wrong, 
attributing something to me. I didn't think so. I will read to you from 
my article: "Comrades act from the best intentions ..." (reads) 23. 


On this I stand and will stand. Why were the amendments 
needed? Because, to my great surprise, when I quoted data on 14% 
of peasant households, these figures frightened comrade. Molotov, 
and he said they were kulaks.In order to explain 
Comrade. Molotov, that the 14% taken for the sown areas do not yet 
represent the kulaks, and that the kulak in our country is 
determined not by sowing, but by capital, etc., that is why there 
were amendments. I said this to calm Comrade. Molotov. 


Molotov. Thank you for the comfort ... 


Kamenev. I see only one thing that you have not calmed down and 
will continue to insist on what is not. 


Farther. Comrade Yakovlev spoke about Dubenetsky, I don't know 
who he is. 


Voice. Head of department, non-partisan. 


254 


Shkiryatov. Comrade Popov does not like to host communists. 


Kamenev. So, this very Dubenetsky gave exactly the table about 
which Comrade. Popov, that it is middle peasant, well-to-do, rich, 
etc. represent the characteristic only for crops. Comrade Yakovlev, 
of course, knew this.But the difference is how _ to 
quote. Comrade Yakovlev cited Dubenetsky's article, but did not 
cite Dubenetsky's notes to this article. 


Yakovlev. Read the note to the end. 
Kamenev. I read: "The real table of the wealthy, etc.” (Is reading). 


It is clear that it is confirmed here that these groups are taken on the 
basis of sowing. It is a mistake to stratify the peasantry according to 
crops. We have been talking about this here for 4 hours. Do you 
really want to teach this? If people do not understand that it is not 
by the size of the crop, but by a number of other signs - rent, hired 
labor, cars, etc. - it is necessary to determine the class stratification, 
if we have gathered for this only to establish this, - we have chosen 
a strange place. [We are examining the question of whether the CSB gave 
its figures for crops or machines, for hired labor, etc.] I do not see that the 
CSB gave its figures as figures for the stratification of the peasantry 
by all indications. [ When a person gives a note, there is no need to quote 
the document without reading that note too. 


Yakovlev. Read the note to the end. 


Kamenev. | also want to say about this.] Comrade. Yakovlev also said 
that the work of the CSO, quoted by Dubenetsky, was carried out at 
the insistence of my secretary. Of course, my secretary has nothing 
to do with it. It's about me, not the secretary. When I received these 
numbers - 14 and 61, I immediately called Comrade. Popov and 
asked: after all, these are the average figures for the entire Union, is 
it possible to give by regions, is it possible to take not only sowing 
characteristics, but others; you give a figure - from 8 to 10 dessiatines 
have so much bread, is it possible to calculate how many livestock 
this group has, how many cars, etc.? I asked the CSO for this. I 
thought that the Central Statistical Board would do it and that only 
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then would we have figures on the stratification of the 
peasantry. The CSB did not do this. [But this attempt was made. Work 
must be done on the basis of districts and by all indications so that the 
stratification of the peasantry can be seen. Of course, we can say - here a 
man said that from 8-10 dessiatines is so much bread, etc. Do you think - 
this method is wrong, but you are taking groups - middle peasants, 
wealthy, poor, etc.] But what grounds [you] RCT was in that report, 
which was submitted to the Politburo, to apply the same categories 
of crops? [you took the same groups.] After all, you have not presented 
any parallel tables that would show the actual bundle. Leaving here 
today, after the RCT report, will we have an idea and idea of the 
stratification of the village along all the necessary grounds? No, [we 
have] the RCT did not give us such data [and we have no idea about it]. 


The CSO, which determined that 14% of the population had 61% of 
the grain surplus, now, six months later, came and said that 12% had 
42% of the grain surplus. Maybe they'll fix it later. [If we publish 
tomorrow and say - pay attention - 12% of the peasant population has 42% 
of grain surpluses ... 


Voroshilov. The CSB should say that we had a year or two ago. 


Kamenev. This will not change the fact that 12% of the peasant population 
has 42% of the surplus of grain circulated on the market. 


Yakovlev. This is not true. 


Kamenev. Give your figures.] But I ask myself, what are we leaving 
with after all this gimmick about the stratification of the 
peasantry. Do you give anything, do you give a certain picture? You 
only want a fake attempt, based on the figures from the CSO, to 
conclude that the CSO or Dubenetsky [which, by the way, I don't know 
at all] gave out the numbers of division by crops for class division. If 
we accept the second part of the note, we will put the CSO in a very 
bad position, a difficult position for its work. The directives of the 
RFL boil down to the fact that the CSB is given such instructions that 
would force the CSB to give figures, reassuring figures that speak of 
the great role of the middle peasants. I join Comrade. Stalin, that the 
tactics of adjusting the numbers to this is completely wrong, but you 
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are doing just that, you are giving just such a 
directive. Comrade Popov made mistakes and was mistaken many 
times, we can say that he cannot manage this matter, you can 
remove him from this job, but if you are now removing in this 
situation and on the basis of this report, then you are putting the 
CSB in such a position, in such an environment that they will 
tremble for each digit and will rate each digit from this point of 
view: [what role the middle peasant should play] a political directive 
given in advance about the poor, the middle, etc. I think that [this 
policy] by doing this we will spoil a measurement instrument that 
will not be correct, I think that with such a [wrong] spoiled 
instrument we can get into a big problem, and the RCT by its decree 
spoils this very instrument. My proposal agrees with the proposal 
of Comrade Rykov, as far as I understood him, who does not 
propose to approve all the proposals of the RFL, but only proposes 
to state that the CSB has changed its figures three times in the issue 
of the results of the grain balance; accept methodological criticism if 
you are confident that the methodological criticism is correct, and 
limit yourself to that. 


Popov. On the question of whether it is possible to open a kulak on 
the basis of a sowing grouping, in a note submitted to the 
commission by Comrade Yakovlev by me and by the employee of 
the Central Statistical Bureau of Comrade. Cartilaginous, it was 


written: 


“The exploitative farms in the countryside constitute a few, which 
must be fished out from all groups, mainly, of course, from the 
rich. To distinguish a purely exploitative type of farms, other 
methods of grouping and other, more individualized features are 
needed than we do in the formation of mass conventionally 
homogeneous aggregates. " 


“Exploitation arising from the production essence of the economy is 
its necessary function, which puts it in the ranks of the exploiting 
ones. Exploitation, which is of a random nature, should be 
attributed only to elements that form an exploitative type in the 
future or do not form at all. In a word, in order to declare a group of 
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farms exploitative, it is not enough to have one economic feature, 
but a whole set of them, and only on the basis of the nature of the 
combination of various elements and functions of an economy can 
it be declared exploitative. " 


In addition, I must inform you that on the basis of the work of the 
RCI commission - not the current one, but chaired by 
Comrade Kritsman - with specialists, as well as on the basis of the 
conference. The CSO adopted a special method of developing 
dynamic census data in order to clarify the class structure of peasant 
farms. Farms there are divided into several types: purely 
agricultural, purely commercial, and mixed. Then each is 
subdivided into 2 subgroups: farms with the hiring of term workers 
and without hiring, and this, in turn, into farms: a) with the owners 
of commercial and industrial establishments [etc. b) with trades and 
only workers, c) in trades, only handicraft artisans. This is how pure 
types are divided. In addition, mixed types stand out. Then further, 
each of these subgroups is further divided by the size of the gross 
income from agricultural products, livestock raising and income 
from trades. We also wanted to divide the values into instruments 
and means of production according to their sum, but this turned out 
to be impossible. As you can see, the PSU undertook a special 
processing of the material to study the class structure of peasant 
farms, but Comrade Yakovlev [counts only] claims that the CSO is 
supposedly studying the class structure by sowing groups. Then I 
must answer one objection - this is about the development of on- 
farm turnover. When I analyzed the question of the grain-fodder 
balance for 1912/13, I pointed out that before the war about 300 
million circulated on the on-farm market, other economists estimate 
this amount at 400 million. Rudzutaka, that supposedly on the basis 
of our group calculations, a transportation plan for the railways was 
determined, this, of course, is not true. The plan was discussed in 
the State Planning Committee with the participation of all 
departments, and we only gave our opinion, but I declare that we 
did not provide data on the surplus by group. In this way, the size 
of the blanks and transportation was determined, and not on the 
basis of the plate placed in No. 105 of the Bulletin. 
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I must say a few words about the speech of Comrade Molotov. I 
have been engaged in scientific and statistical activities for 27 years 
and I can assure you that I have never done what you said. You can 
blame me for anything, but to say that I adjusted the numbers is 
wrong. I never adjusted the numbers. After all, I publish the figures 
for general information and answer to scientific criticism. Or do you 
want to say that I did not do it myself, but someone prompted me: 
someone adjusted it for someone else. Is that what you mean? You 
shouldn't say that. I believe that you need to respect the work of 
others, and you had no right to tell me this, ie, throw such an 
accusation. As for all the other objections, I believe that the 
assessment of the work that the CSO is doing should be assessed by 
scientific expertise.I ask the Politburo to appoint a scientific 
examination of the work of the CSO. 


Rykov. I didn't tell you that. 


Popov. It was not you who told me, but I, when I was with you on 
the eve of the meeting at the RCI, told you that I would be removed 
and that I received this information from the RCI. I think that the 
CSB, having worked for about 8 years, has the right to ask the 
Politburo to appoint a scientific expertise. I ask you to approach the 
work of the CSO with the correct method, the method of scientific 
expertise. 


Kuibyshev. I want to say what we consider the most important of 
the results of the study of the grain-feed balance and what we said 
about this in our decree. Our most important task, arising from the 
instructions of the Council of People's Commissars, was to establish 
the correspondence of the conclusions of the CSO with the reality in 
the field of a general assessment of our harvest, our grain-feed 
balance. We needed to check their compliance with 
reality. Comrade Kamenev demands that we work out a new grain- 
feed balance.Our duty, perhaps a very unpleasant duty, is to 
criticize and outline the ways of the correct solution of the issue, to 
find certain mistakes and indicate how to get rid of them. But it is 
impossible to demand from us that we decide this or that issue for 
this or that department. We were instructed by the Council of 
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People's Commissars to establish the consistency of the conclusions 
of the CSO with reality: can the grain-feed balance be put in the basis 
of certain measures of our economic policy? The first thing we 
noticed was the instability of the grain-feed balance in general. We 
said that it cannot be a source on the basis of which one can make 
certain practical decisions. 


It seems to me that Comrade Popov did not refute the instructions 
that we gave him. Methodological and even arithmetic mistakes that 
were made by the CSO in calculating the main elements of the 
balance in the direction of incorrect exaggeration of the surplus of 
grain among the wealthy peasantry and the understatement of 
marketable grain among the middle peasants, and partly the poor 
peasants, make the CSO's group grain-fodder balance shaky and 
unreliable. We stated this first of all. 


Our second conclusion is the incorrect distribution of grain by 
sowing groups of farms. We are told that 61% of bread is 14% [ of the 
population] of the upper strata of the peasantry. Is it right or not? We 
say itis wrong. When is now Comrade Popov says that 14% of farms 
have 42% of grain, we say that this is also wrong? 


We say that if we applied the methods [regardless of the sowing 
groups, then completely different results would be obtained], more 
perfect, if we did not make the mistakes that the CSO makes, then 
the distribution of bread by sowing groups would be different. We 
cannot say specifically what groups they will be and what results 
will be obtained, because for this it is necessary to carry out the 
annual work that the CSB does. [It is necessary to count everything, find 
out what mistakes were made, take into account the mistake of not taking 
into account the employment of labor by all groups of the population, hiring 
livestock, not taking into account farmstead land, not taking into account 
the participation of different groups in trade, not taking into account the 
expansion of the area, and therefore not taking into account the number of 
seeds, not taking into account middle peasants and lower groups, etc. 


Therefore, I say that the sown area of 1924 was taken, which did not 
correspond to the picture of 1925. The data of the Central Statistical Bureau 
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did not correspond that the group of non-sown crops was decreasing, the 
group with sowing of up to 1 decimal place also decreased, i.e., all the 
inaccuracies that we now cannot be changed by millions of poods] It is 
necessary to recount everything, correct all the mistakes made, 
clarify the very source materials, etc. All those numerous errors and 
inaccuracies that were made by the Central Statistical Bureau in 
calculating the main elements of the grain-feed balance and which 
were established by our commission, taken together, being extended 
to millions of farms, to millions of acres of sown area, etc., create that 
balance and those wrong conclusions. arising from the grain-feed 
balance of the CSO, which were noted here. All these mistakes went 
in the direction of exaggerating the grain surpluses among the 
wealthy strata and reducing them among other groups of the 
peasantry. [These are the results of misapplication of methods. The third 
conclusion prompted us to insist on replacing the leadership of the CSB] 
The elimination of all these errors would probably lead to the fact 
that the well-to-do groups of the peasantry would give not 61%, not 
52%, and not 42% of the surplus of grain to the market, as it appears 
according to different versions of the balance sheet of the CSB, but 
some, an even smaller figure. Incorrectness, unsteadiness of the 
grain-feed balance in general, negligence in the work of the Central 
Statistical Bureau of compiling this balance, incorrect distribution of 
farms by sowing groups, all this gives a completely unusable grain- 
feed balance, unsuitable for economic conclusions in the sense of 
which strata of the population accumulate surpluses, what should 
be price policy, etc. This balance cannot provide any foundation for 
the economic regulation of the grain trade because it has been drawn 
up incorrectly. All this led us to the need to insist on replacing the 
leadership of the CSB. 


Comrade Popov talks all the time about scientific expertise. I 
consider this to be superfluous, because large scientific forces, 
including the scientific forces of the PSU, worked to check the grain- 
feed balance of the PSU.Everyone agreed with our 
conclusions. After a meeting of the board of the RCP 
Comrade. Yakovlev invited Comrade Lositsky, a prominent 
statistician working at the CSO, who defended Comrade. Popov, 
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we [from our attacks] at a meeting of the RCI board. He once again 
reviewed our work, his amendments were recorded and accepted 
by us, because [they do not break] they do not change our conclusions 
one iota. They all boil down to only a slight softening of 
expressions. All the prominent CSB specialists who were familiar 
with our conclusions said in the same way that they could not 
essentially object to the conclusions we were making. All this was 
the impetus for raising the question of replacing the leadership of 
the CSB. [Wobbly balance, wrong grouping, etc. There are absolutely no 
attempts to oppose socio-economic groups.] Comrade Kamenev says 
that we are opposing the CSO groupings with our socio-economic 
groups, which we also compose according to the size of the crop. We 
only give a characterization of the main groups of the peasantry — 
the poor, the kulak, and the middle peasant, on the basis of all the 
socio-economic characteristics that should form the basis of these 
characteristics. You said yourself, comrade. Kamenev. that we 
should be thanked for this. 


Kamenev. You did not understand the irony. 


Kuibyshev. I think that Comrade Kamenev cannot change anything 
in this characterization. 


Kamenev. It should have been done for a long time. 


Kuibyshev. Why it was not done before, I do not know. You say that 
we not only gave a description of the groups, but also tried to make 
the very grouping according to the cultivated areas. 


What does our decree say? It is said here that in order to compose 
socio-economic groups, one cannot be limited to sowing, one must 
take into account the gross income, waste trades, hiring labor, rent, 
and a whole series of other signs. If all these signs are applied, what 
happens? Since the group construction of the grain-fodder balance 
should characterize the distribution of surpluses and economic 
relations of the strata of the peasantry specified in clause 1, it is 
necessary that the groups adopted in the balance correspond to the 
main socio-economic groups of the village. 
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“Since it can be judged on the basis of the material available in the 
CSO, the sowing groupings (giving only average indicators for the 
groups) satisfy the aforementioned characteristics of the poor 
peasant group in their mass of the economy, with sowing up to 
about 2 dessyatins in the consuming region, the Central Black Earth 
zone, Kuban, Siberia and forest-steppe Ukraine; up to 3 dess <yatin> 
- in South-Steppe Ukraine, the Northeast and up to 4 dess <yatin> - 
in the Southeast, in the production zone and in the North Caucasus, 
without the Kuban " 24 those. we took all groups of the village for 
the consuming district and looked at where there is a greater 
number of leases, where there is a greater amount of labor force, 
where there are latrine trades, where the sale of labor is used, etc., 
and tried to estimate within what limits when grouping farms on 
sowing are all these socio-economic characteristics. We analyzed the 
CSO groupings in terms of these features. We said: take the middle 
peasant group. They have a middle peasant group in the consuming 
region from 2 to 4 acres of crops. We say that if we take such 
characteristics as hired labor, rent, seasonal work, etc., where should 
we look for the middle peasant? We see that the limits are 
significantly expanded in comparison with — what 
Comrade Popov. On farms from 6 to 8 acres of sowing of 
farms, employing labor force - 1% in the group from 8 dessiatines 
rent is 2%, etc. Is it possible for a group of farms, of which only 1-2% 
are renting and hiring labor, can they, according to the 
characteristics that were previously established, be attributed to the 
group of prosperous ones? 


Kamenev. Have you tried counting across your categories? 


Kuibyshev. This is the work of specially statistical bodies, which 
will require a lot of calculating work and a lot of time. We say that 
signs of the middle peasant should be looked for in a wider group 
than Comrade Popov. You, comrade. Kamenev, in one of his 
speeches at the service station they said that it was necessary to look 
for a kulak among 4% of farms.What we are saying is 
approximately the same. If we talk about looking for the middle 
peasant, then we must look for him not where Comrade is looking 
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for. Popov, and in a larger group of farms for the consuming region, 
approximately within the sowing range from 2 to 6 dessiatines, 
etc. We are not saying that all farms from 2 to 6 in this area or 4 to 6 
acres in more extensive areas are entirely middle peasants. We say 
that the middle peasant must be sought in the broader mass of the 
peasantry. The main feature of the middle peasant is that he, as a 
rule, we do not exploit ourselves and does not exploit anyone, does 
not systematically employ labor, etc. There is no opposition to the 
groupings of Comrade. Popov is gone. We say that grouping can 
only be based on such and such characteristics. The directive is 
given here. The 8th paragraph says the following: “8. Considering 
the conventionality of this approximate distribution of farms into 
groups, arising from the lack of materials and the impossibility, 
given the current state of these materials, to fully apply the 
principles of grouping established in this resolution, instruct the 
CSB: 


a) In order to obtain data sufficient for a firm and accurate 
distribution of farms into groups, according to both their capacity 
and social relations, to accelerate the development of dynamic data 
for 1925, which more fully characterize various economic 
groups; accelerate the development of dynamic data from previous 
years; data from the 1925 seed survey and the budgets for 1924/25, 
establishing unambiguous groupings for all three types of survey. 


b) Revise the breakdown of the USSR territory into districts adopted 
in the grain-fodder balance, eliminating the wrong unification by 
some groups of completely different in direction and type of peasant 
farms of different districts (Central Industrial Region and the rest of 
the consuming strip, Central Black Earth, North-East and South East 
producing belt, steppe and forest-steppe part of Ukraine, Kuban, 
steppes and foothills of the North Caucasus) " 25. 


I believe that the Politburo will not bind itself with anything by 
accepting our proposals. Those or other expressions that are in our 
decision and which give grounds to Comrade. Kamenev's wrong 
conclusion can be eliminated. But the thought was this. Their 
grouping is incorrect.Let us see what sowing groups of the 
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peasantry must be taken by us in order to look there for the middle 
peasant, the kulak. We have pushed the boundaries. It turned out 
that within these boundaries, the real kulak wealthy elements are 
present in small numbers. I propose a resolution like this: 


a) to agree basically with the conclusions of the Collegium of the NK 
RFKI USSR on the work of the Central Statistical Board on the grain- 
feed balance. 


b) Recognize that the CSO and Comrade Popov, as his leader, made 
major mistakes in drawing up the grain-feed balance, which made 
the balance insufficient for judging either the marketability, or the 
surplus and shortage of grain, or the economic relations of the main 
strata of the peasantry. 


c) Agree with the decision of the RCI Board on the need to replace 
Comrade Popov as head of the CSB by another comrade. 


d) Instruct Comrade Rykov and Comrade Kuibyshev, within two 
weeks, to find an appropriate candidate and, with the conclusion of 
the Orgburo, submit it for approval by the Politburo. 


e) To propose to the Council of People's Commissars of the USSR to 
appoint an interim manager of the CSB Comrade Pashkovsky. 


Regarding Comrade Popov, that he was never guided by any 
political considerations. The expression comrade. Molotov cannot 
be understood in such a way that Comrade Popov, contrary to his 
political conscience, under pressure from someone or for some other 
reason, falsified the numbers. Nobody is bringing this charge 
against him. This is not so primitive. That's what comrade. Popov 
said at the RCL board: "In any work, the most important, the most 
essential, are two circumstances: the first is the method and the 
second is the initial basic fundamental points of view." 


Methods comrade. Popov's were worthless, it seems to me that we 
have proved. They could not lead to any correct conclusions. As for 
the political point of view, the principled point of view, which 
guided him, it is sufficiently characterized by the quotation of 
Comrade Yakovlev from the note of Comrade Popov that the idea 
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of the middle peasant is an old people's idea that has been 
archived. Further, in his report to the collegium, he characterizes the 
conclusions that were made "by some economists and politicians" 
from the figures of the CSB. This is also very typical for political 
literacy, as well as for the political position of Comrade. Popova: 
“These conclusions, - says Comrade. Popov, - due to certain 
conditions, they were clothed in a political form, in a certain 
requirement of a very important politically character (demands for 
dispossession of the village, 


He used this word "dispossession of the village" more than once in 
his [opening and] concluding remarks at our meeting of the RCI 
board. Here is the political approach of Comrade. Popov, with 
whom he approached the group. Completely wrong methods and 
completely wrong approach, [... the Old Believer theory about the kulak 
and dispossession of the village. I think that we have a leadership that does 
not correspond to the fact that under this leadership the groupings were 
made correctly.] All this, taken together, speaks for the fact that under 
the given leadership of the CSO we will not have a reliable grain- 
feed balance, let alone the correct groupings of the peasantry. 


Molotov. I am ready to throw out words from the transcript that can 
be interpreted by Comrade. Popov as an attack on him personally. 


Popov. My proposal: to appoint a scientific expertise to study the 
data of the CSO and eliminate comrade Popov. 


Chairman. Who is behind the proposal 
comrade Kuibyshev? (against Comrade Kamenev). 


Stalin *. (* This paragraph in the transcript with the author's and editorial 
revisions was entered by an unknown editor. There is also a note with this 
text (IV Stalin's autograph). (RGASPI. F. 17. Op. 163. D. 521. L. 9.)) The 
main directive to the employees of the CSO: keep in mind that the 
CSO is the most important scientific institution of the republic, the 
digital data of which are of paramount importance for the governing 
bodies of the republic, that the CSO is required to work accurately, 
objectively, scientific, free of political considerations, that any 
attempt to adjust the numbers prejudice will be considered a felony. 
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Chairman. Accepted. The question is over. 
Attachment 1 


Resolution of the Collegium of the NK RCP of the USSR on the 
revision of the alleged grain-feed balance of the Central Statistical 
Administration for 1925/26 


To approve the following resolution of the RFCI Commission for the 
revision of the estimated grain feed balance of the Central Statistical 
Office for 1925/26: 


I. The Commission states that the group grain-feed balance, neither 
by the method of its construction, nor by the materials that formed 
its basis, can serve as a basis for judging either the surpluses and 
shortcomings, or the marketability, or the economic relations of the 
main strata of the peasantry, while at the same time it distorts and 
obscures the socio-economic significance of the middle strata of the 
peasantry. 


With regard to individual elements of the grain-feed balance, the 
Commission states: 


1. Sown area. 


The existing method of calculating the cultivated area is not accurate 
enough in relation to the total calculation of the cultivated area and 
distorts the ratio of the groups according to the cultivated area in 
relation to the surplus. 


The CSO has been applying, since 1923, surcharges for sown areas 
of 10-15% in the consuming zone, 15-20% in the production zone, 
20% in the North Caucasus, in Kyrgyzstan, Siberia and the Far 
Eastern District, 10% in Ukraine, 26.4 % in Belarus, 26.7% in the 
Kuban and 31.1% in Chechnya. The size of the allowances calculated 
on the basis of a comparison of the testimony of peasant farms in 
1922 about their crops for the year of the survey and for the previous 
year and a number of other data were carried over to the following 
years without a new experimental test of the correction 
coefficient. Apart from the accuracy of the initial data of these 
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allowances, their application unchanged since 1922 cannot be 
considered justified, because the concealment of cultivated areas, 
caused in the past by the severity of taxation, should have decreased 
as the agricultural tax fell. 


Recognize the practice of premiums imperfect in relation to the 
average indicators, and the experience of applying them to the 
group balance - requiring a radical revision. 


2. Harvest. 


To state the large discrepancies between the specific data on the size 
of the yield, collected according to the autumn survey, yields and 
the data of the point assessment with allowances (especially in the 
provinces with low yields - the Central Black Earth Belt, the Volga 
region). To state the extreme delay in the timing of the verification 
of the size of the yield, obtained on the basis of specific data of the 
autumn survey, which makes it impossible to use them in the 
corresponding economic year. 


The reason for the inaccuracy of the yield data is: a) the imperfect 
technique of collecting data from the autumn survey (there is no use 
of mechanical selection), a small percentage of the autumn sample 
(13%); b) the shortcomings of the practice of an indiscriminate 
increase of half a point to the data on yields of different heights 
obtained by the point system. The latter distorts the size of bad 
yields especially strongly. All this as a whole does not provide the 
CSO with a sufficiently accurate basis for calculating average yield 
indicators. 


To state that the CSO currently does not have sufficient data on the 
fluctuations in yield by groups, without which a group calculation 
of the grain-feed balance on real grounds is impossible. 


To recognize it as necessary to improve the data on productivity: a) 
further improvement of the methodology for transferring points to 
poods and calculating amendments; b) improving the technique of 
the spring survey and increasing the percentage of farms covered by 
it; c) accelerating the collection of harvest data in the fall; d) instruct 
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the CSB to continue work on clarifying the methods of accounting 
for extreme fluctuations in yield; e) recognize the need to accelerate 
the annual development of data on the size of yields by crops and 
groups based on the autumn survey and publish the results. 


3. Population, number of farms and their distribution by sowing 
groups. 


To state that the CSO, when determining the number of all farms 
and the entire population, is forced to use the data of the NKFin, the 
reliability of which decreases due to the undoubtedly taking place 
of the imaginary fragmentation of farms and due to the inevitability 
of a drop in the accuracy of the NKFin accounting with respect to 
farms exempted from tax. 


In connection with the 1926 census 26 and the establishment of 
accurate data on the number of farms and the population based on 
it, instruct the Central Statistical Bureau to find ways to accurately 
record further changes in the number of farms from year to year, 
due to the emergence of new farms, evictions, fragmentation of 
farms, etc. 


The Commission notes the inadequacy of the 5% spring sample, 
which provides a solid basis for calculating average values, but 
completely insufficient for a more or less accurate distribution of 
farms and the population by groups, and especially by extreme 
groups. 


Recognize that clarification of data on the distribution of farms by 
sowing groups, as well as on family size, especially in extreme 
groups, cannot be achieved without increasing the percentage of the 
sample of farms covered by the spring survey and rigorous 
sampling. 


The commission also notes that when calculating the distribution of 
farms by sown area, the farmstead area was not taken into account, 
which exaggerated the percentage of seedless and underpowered, 
as well as the size of their grain shortages. 


269 


The commission states that the grain-feed balance, which calculated 
the surplus for 1925/26, was based on the data on the distribution of 
the cultivated area by groups obtained in the spring survey of 1924, 
since the data for 1925 were not developed. This aggravated the 
general inaccuracy and conventionality of all calculations. 


4. Gross collection. 


A. To state that the accounting of the total gross harvest is 
inaccurate, since the multiplication of insufficiently accurate 
indicators of sown areas, productivity, and population by each other 
can increase the inaccuracy of the results obtained. 


B. The inaccuracy of the transitional data is especially reflected in 
the final estimates of the gross collection by groups. 


To recognize the need to clarify the accounting of gross fees, both in 
the general balance sheet and, in particular, by groups, which can 
only be achieved by improving the accounting system for its 
elements and using the balance verification method. 


5. Consumption. 


A. a) When calculating consumption for 1925/26 in the group grain- 
fodder balance, the CSO, having adopted for 1925/26 the same 
norms that were established in 1923/24, did not take into account the 
increase in consumption in accordance with the best harvest of the 
present of the year; b) in the group grain-fodder balance presented 
to the higher organs, the same nutritional norms are adopted for all 
groups, which distorts the ratio of surpluses and shortcomings, 
exaggerating the shortcomings of the low-powered and 
exaggerating the excess of the rich; c) that in further attempts to 
calculate consumption by groups, the CSO established the size of 
the decrease in consumption from the middle group to the lowest 
and the size of the increase in consumption from the middle group 
to the highest in a normative way; d) that the CSO, at the time of 
drawing up the balance, did not have developed data for calculating 
consumption by groups, without which the concrete construction of 
the group grain-feed balance is impossible. Equally, the CSO did not 
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have, when compiling the grain-feed balance, data on average 
consumption rates, which are currently being developed. 


B. When calculating feeding norms in the group grain-feed balance: 


a) the increase in fodder norms in accordance with the current 
harvest was not taken into account; b) the increase in livestock over 
the past year and during the current year was not taken into 
account. The per capita expenditure on feeding livestock was 
increased only in accordance with the growth of the population 
(according to the CSB, the population growth since 1923-24 was 3%; 
feeding, while according to incomplete CSO data, the number of 
feed units increased by about 17.5%); c) the entire husk is included 
in the feed expense, while a significant part of it has no fodder value 
and should be written off as a waste of no economic importance 
during processing; d) in the group grain-feed balance, the same 
feeding rates were adopted for all groups, while according to the 
calculations made by the CSO after drawing up the 
balance, deviation of feed norms from average to lower and to 
higher groups reaches up to 20% and down 20%; e) that at the time 
of compiling the balance of the developed data, the CSO did not 
have either the average feed rates, or the fluctuations in the feeding 
rates by groups, suitable for calculating the feed costs of the current 
year, which are currently being developed. 


B. With regard to the calculation of nutrition and feeding norms, 
propose to the CSO: (a) To accelerate the development of data on 
consumption and feeding statistics in order to make it possible to 
take them into account in the current year's balance sheets; b) 
continue, based on materials for a number of years, the study of the 
effect of yield on nutrition and feeding norms;c) continue the 
development of norms for nutrition and feeding by groups; d) the 
grouping of farms in the development of food and feeding norms 
should be the same as in the development of dynamic censuses, 
spring survey data and budgets. Invite the CSB to develop this 
issue; e) continue and expedite critical comparison of nutritional 
and nutritional data collected for specific surveys with budget data. 
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D. Consumption expenditures in the CSO gross totals did not 
include the costs of moonshine and spray, which exaggerated the 
total surplus. 


6. Stocks. 


a) The CSO did not take into account the accumulation of stocks in 
the grain-fodder balance, which was mandatory, since the surpluses 
calculated in the grain-fodder balance served as the basis for judging 
commodity surpluses. The CSO did not set the task of accounting 
for the accumulation of reserves, considering the amount of reserves 
to be dependent on the corresponding situation. 


b) Since the neglect of stocks, the size of which depends to a large 
extent on the state of the crop, distorts the ratio of surpluses of 
different regions and groups, especially in areas of multi-sowing, 
extensive, grain crops with fluctuating yields, suggest that the CSB 
put such an account. 


c) Suggest the CSB to continue the study on budget materials of the 
size of the residuals, which are transferred from year to year by 
groups, and their fluctuation depending on the harvest, in order to 
make it possible to use these data in compiling the grain feed 
balance. 


7. Seeds. 


a) When calculating the cost of seeds, the CSO did not have 
materials to take into account the difference in the increase in sown 
areas and the change in the proportion of crops in different groups, 
assuming an equal increase in the sown area for all 
groups. Recognizing the desirability of this kind of accounting and 
noting its difficulty, suggest that the CSB work out the question of 
the possibility of its application to the grain and fodder balance. 


b) The seeding rate adopted in the group grain-fodder balance does 
not give an accurate idea of the ratio of the economic consumption 
of seeds by groups, since the seeding rate is calculated according to 
the average rates for all groups of farms. To recognize it necessary 
that the CSB, according to the autumn survey, systematically and 
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timely calculate the seeding sizes by groups, which the CSB has 
already put into the development program. 


8. On balance sheet verification of the estimated balance. 


In view of the unreliability of the source materials, which are the 
basis for calculating both the input and the expenditure part of the 
grain-feed balance, the use of balance check to correct individual 
elements of the estimated balance, which is always practiced 
correcting the size of the estimated gross collection, cannot give any 
precise and clear criteria what and in what amount should be 
corrected in the estimated balance of 1925/26. Attaching great 
importance to the method of balance verification, the Commission 
proposes that the CSB should publish in the near future the grain- 
feed balances of recent years, both estimated and final. 


9. About arithmetic error. 


The commission states that an arithmetic error crept into the grain- 
fodder balance presented to the higher institutions along the 
producing strip, which gave an exaggeration of shortcomings in the 
producing strip: 6.2 million poods in the seedless group, 50.2 million 
poods in the low-powered group. and, on the other hand, the 
exaggeration of the surplus: among the average by 19.5 million 
poods, among the wealthy by 26.7 million poods. and from the rich 
by 10.2 million poods, which was revealed by the CSB during work 
to clarify the balance on the instructions of the Commission. 


II. On the groupings adopted in the grain-feed balance. 
1. The main socio-economic groups of the village are: 
a) the poor (exploited farms); 

b) rich (for the most part, exploiting farms) and 


c) between them are medium-sized farms (in their mass, as a rule, 
they do not exploit others, at the same time, in their bulk they are 
not exploited). 
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Only such a grouping, quite clearly distinguishing the main groups 
of the peasantry, can have practical political and economic 
significance. 


2. The grain-feed balance of the CSO, in which the grouping of farms 
is given exclusively according to the sown area without sufficient 
consideration of both the capacity of the economy, expressed in 
means of production, and especially without taking into account 
social relations, and also without sufficient consideration of the 
characteristics of the regions, in no way can to satisfy the task of 
characterizing the economic relations of the main above-mentioned 
socio-economic strata of the village and the distribution of grain 
surpluses between them. 


When comparing the characteristics of the well-to-do group of farms 
given by the CSO in the report of com. Khryashcheva and Popova, 
with the statistical average for the districts, it is found that the CSO 
attributed to the well-to-do farms exceeding the power of the 
average statistical for the districts. The CSO, while attaching 
socioeconomic importance to its groups, at the same time identified 
the average statistical with the middle peasant groups, not taking 
into account the totality of the most important features of the main 
socio-economic strata of the peasantry. This method of grouping in 
the grain-fodder balance led to a discrepancy between it and the 
main socio-economic strata of the village and made the same groups 
incomparable when compared between regions. 


When identifying the main socio-economic groups of peasant farms 
specified in clause 1, it is necessary to distinguish one group from 
another by a set of characteristics that should characterize: a) social 
relations (hiring, etc.); b) the ratio of forms of employment of labor 
(agriculture, non-agricultural trades);and c) quantitative 
measurement of the capacity of farms by the most important 
elements (sowing, means of production, income, etc.). 


3. The group of “rich” and “prosperous” in the CSO grouping 
included a significant share of farms in their mass, clearly middle 
peasants, both in terms of the capacity of farms in terms of means of 
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production and their social characteristics. The exploitative 
economy must: a) make a significant use of hired labor; b) in modern 
conditions, widely rent land, mainly based on the use of hired 
labor; c) to have the means of production that allow the mass use of 
hiring and rent; d) have income from industries of a capitalist nature 
(owners of industrial and commercial enterprises, etc.);e) have 
surpluses converted into capital. 


The complete impossibility of classifying the farms allocated by the 
Central Statistical Administration to the "prosperous" group as 
operating farms is revealed if we take into account that the farms 
classified by the Central Statistical Administration not as medium, 
but as prosperous, had from 4 to 6 acres in the consuming region, 
and from 6 acres in the producing up to 10, in the South-East - from 
10 to 16, in Ukraine - from 6 to 10. These farms in the consuming 
region almost entirely with one head of working cattle, do not 
employ, in the producing region - mostly with one head of working 
cattle, in the South - In the East, in conditions of extensive grain 
farming, requiring a large use of horse traction, on average 2.18 head 
of working cattle per farm with negligible hiring; in the Ukraine, the 
majority with one or two heads of working cattle, with a significant 
proportion of horseless people and a very small number of farms 
with three or more heads of working cattle. 


And in the farms classified in the CSO grouping as "rich": farms with 
approximately 10 to 12 dessiatines sown in the Chernozem region, 
from 10 to 14 in the northeastern part of the producing belt, from 10 
to 20 in the southeastern part of the producing region, from 6 to 8 in 
the Central industrial region, from 6 to 10 in the rest of the industrial 
region, from 16 to 20 in the steppe part of the North Caucasus, from 
10 to 14 in south-steppe Ukraine, neither in terms of means of 
production, nor in social relations , nor in terms of income, in 
particular, bearing in mind the extensiveness, farms in the southeast 
of the producing belt, the steppe part of the North Caucasus and the 
south-steppe Ukraine, according to the CSO, cannot be classified as 
exploitative farms. 


275 


4. Itis necessary to refer to the poor peasants the farms, in their mass, 
exploited for hire and rent with insignificant means of production 
(horselessness and lack of cowardice).In these farms (with the 
exception, relatively to the entire group, of a few industrialists of the 
capitalist type), as a rule, agricultural income is insufficient to cover 
the needs of the family; the farm lives to a large extent by selling its 
labor power in agricultural production and outside agriculture. Ina 
number of regions, fishing incomes prevail, as a rule, over 
agricultural ones and, as a consequence, the purchase prevails over 
the sale of the products of their agriculture. 


At the same time, the commission notes the emerging trend of a 
decrease in the share of these farms in all districts, which indicates 
that a certain share of these farms in the context of a general rise in 
agriculture, and especially in harvest years, tends to rise and move 
to higher groups. 


5. Between the two extreme groups is the middle peasant group, the 
bulk of whose farms, as a rule, do not exploit and are not 
exploited. The middle peasants, as an intermediate group, with one 
wing adhere to the poor, the other to the exploitative economy. On 
the one hand, these include farms, although they cover the lack of 
income from agriculture by means of fishing earnings, but at the 
same time receive the predominant part of their income from 
agriculture, selling more products than buying the size and level of 
agriculture). On the other hand, middle peasants include farms that 
use such plots of land and own such means of production that 
“provide, as a general rule, not only the meager maintenance of the 
family and the farm,27. 


These farms are characterized by relatively small fluctuations in 
income per capita, which is explained by a drop in the relative value 
of income from intensive forms of livestock raising, non-grain crops 
and trades, compared to income from grain crops, from lower 
sowing groups to higher sowing groups. On the whole, this group, 
in comparison with the “rich”, is characterized by a comparatively 
higher value of non-grain crops and more intensive livestock 


raising. 


276 


The socio-economic characteristics of the average type, according to 
the dynamics and the spring survey of 1924, and in the Ukraine in 
1925, shows us that the middle peasant farms in an insignificant size 
(from 0.1 to 2.5%) use the hiring of term workers. A certain 
exception is Siberia, where the percentage of employers in the 
extreme upper group is slightly increased, which is explained by 
specific Siberian conditions. The lease ratio covers from 3 to 25% of 
farms, and such a percentage can in no way be qualified as an 
indicator of the massive spread of exploitative leasing, since lease in 
these farms, as a rule, is not a basis for employing hired labor. 


6. In view of all this, it is impossible, on the basis of the groups 
adopted in the grain-fodder balance, to judge the distribution of the 
surplus grain between the main socio-economic strata of the 
countryside, which are established in paragraph 1. An attempt to 
judge the ratio of individual social groups on the basis of the grain- 
feed balance presented by the CSO distorts the ratio of groups and, 
in particular, obscures the national economic and_ political 
significance of the middle groups. 


7. Since the group structure of the grain-fodder balance should 
characterize the distribution of surpluses and economic relations of 
the strata of the peasantry specified in paragraph 1, it is necessary 
that the groups adopted in the balance correspond to the main socio- 
economic groups of the village. 


Since it can be judged on the basis of the material available in the 
CSO, the sowing groupings (giving only average indices for the 
groups) satisfy the aforementioned characteristics of the poor group 
in their bulk of the economy, with sowing up to about 2 dessiatines 
in the consuming region. 


Central Black Earth belt, Kuban, Siberia, and forest-steppe Ukraine, 
up to 3 desyatins" in the southern steppe Ukraine, the North-East 
and up to 4 desyatins" in the southeast of the producing belt and in 
the North "ern" Caucasus without the Kuban. 


Since it can be judged on the basis of the same material, - the 
characteristics of the middle peasant group are satisfied in their bulk 
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by farms with sowing of about 2 to 8 dessiatines in the Moscow- 
Industrial Region, from 2 to 10 dessiatines in the rest of the 
consuming region, from 2 to 12 desyatin> in the Central Black Earth 
belt, from 3 to 14 desyatin" in the northeast of the Central Black Earth 
belt, from 4 to 20 desyatin" in the southeast of the producing region, 
from 4 to 20 desyatin> in the North <ernom> Caucasus without 
Kuban, from 2 to 12 desyatin> in Kuban, from 2 to 14 desyatin> in 
Siberia, from 2 to 10 desyatin> in forest-steppe Ukraine, from 3 to 14 
desyatin> in the southern steppe of Ukraine, which, despite the 
difference in cultivated areas, are usually typical middle peasant 


farms. 


Farms with a sowing higher than in the previous group satisfy to the 
greatest extent the aggregate of characteristics that characterize 
exploiting farms, and here the bulk of exploiting farms in the 
countryside is found. 


8. Considering the conventionality of this approximate distribution 
of farms into groups, arising from the lack of materials and the 
impossibility, given the current state of these materials, to fully 
apply the principles of grouping established in this resolution, 
instruct the CSB: 


a) In order to obtain data sufficient for a firm and accurate 
distribution of farms into groups, according to both their capacity 
and social relations, to accelerate the development of dynamic data 
for 1925, which more fully characterize various economic 
groups; accelerate the development of dynamic data from previous 
years; data from the spring survey of 1925 and the budgets for 
1924/25, establishing unambiguous groupings for all three types of 
survey. 


b) Revise the breakdown of the USSR territory into districts adopted 
in the grain-fodder balance, eliminating the wrong unification by 
some groups of completely different in direction and type of peasant 
farms of different districts (Central Industrial Region and the rest of 
the consuming strip, Central Black Earth, North-East and South East 
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producing belt, steppe and forest-steppe part of Ukraine, Kuban, 
steppes, and foothills of the Northern Caucasus). 


III. On the group balance of the purchase and sale of bread. 


Since the group grain-feed balance had the task of providing 
material on marketable bread by groups, the commission states that 
the CSO's grain-feed balance cannot serve as a basis for judging the 
degree of participation of different socio-economic strata of the 
peasantry and even different sowing groups in the purchase and 
sale of grain. 


The commission states, on the basis of the CSB's calculations for the 
budgets of 1923-24, that the farms classified by the CSB as "low- 
power" and according to the grain and feed balance are shown with 
a general lack of bread, despite the fact that their purchases exceed 
sales and that the total harvest they have insignificant, they sell in 
the amount of 2/5 to half or more of their gross tax. 


Farms classified as "average" in the CSO grouping, shown in the 
grain-feed balance for the consuming region with a shortage of 
grain, still sell up to 2/5 of their gross harvest, in other districts from 
1/3 to half of the gross harvest. The upper groups, on the other hand, 
sold bread significantly less than those surpluses, which were 
calculated by their grain-feed balance. 


For example, applying to the gross harvest of 1925/26 those ratios of 
the sale of grain to the gross harvest, which are given by the budgets 
of 1923-24, gives the following distribution of real sales (sales 
include exchange): 


ike oa eal bread salesSurplus on grain-feed balance 
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For all the inaccuracy of these calculations, arising from the 
incomplete coincidence of the groupings and from the relatively 
small number of farms covered by the budget study, they reveal the 
complete unsuitability of the CSO grain-feed balance for calculating 
the marketability of different layers of the village in relation to 
grain. Although, in the final analysis, the purchase of bread from 
low-powered breads exceeds the sale of breads, their significant 
participation in the sale is clearly obscured and glossed over by the 
method of calculating the grain-feed balance adopted by the CSO, 
the participation of the middle strata in the sale of bread is also 
underestimated and obscured, and, on the contrary, grounds are 
given for a very significant exaggeration of the role of the upper 
layers in the sale of bread. 


In accordance with this, recognizing the CSB's grain-feed balance as 
unsuitable for calculating the commodity surpluses of various strata 
of the peasantry, the CSB propose, along with calculating net 
surpluses and shortcomings, to calculate the balance of the sale and 
purchase of grain by groups. To do this, clarify the work on 
monitoring the timing of the sale and purchase of bread in different 
groups and accelerate the development of budgets, taking into 
account the time of drawing up the grain-feed balance, with the 
allocation of separate main crops. 


IV. On the group balance of all agricultural products. 


On the basis of budget data for 1923-24, the commission states that 
the active trade balance in relation to all agricultural products, 
calculated on the basis of comparing all purchases and sales by 
group, starts with farms with significantly less sowing than is the 
case for grain alone. For example, in the consuming zone and in part 
producing (Central Chernozem, Nizhnevolzhsky and _ Ural 
districts), for the entire amount of agricultural products, the balance 
is active in farms with more than 2 dessi ... 


In Siberia and Right-Bank Ukraine, the balance for the entire amount 
of agricultural. part of the products is active in the farms of the poor, 
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with sowing about 2 dessiatines, while for bread - the balance 
becomes active in Siberia in farms over 4 dessiatines sown, and in 
Ukraine - over 2 dessiatines. 


Comparing the excess of sales of all agricultural products over 
purchases with the excess of sales of some breads over purchases by 
groups adopted by the CSO, the commission states that the role of 
middle peasant and partly low-power farms in sales is much higher 
than it could be concluded for grain surpluses or shortcomings that 
do not correspond the national economic importance of the lower 
and middle strata of the peasantry. 


To study and assess the role of the main strata of the peasantry, the 
sale and purchase of agricultural products and to assess the socio- 
economic weight of these strata in agricultural production, it is 
necessary to compare, along with the grain-feed balance, the overall 
balance of agricultural products. 


V. About the balance of the purchase of manufactured goods and 
the sale of agricultural products. 


Giving the sowing groups a socio-economic content, it is necessary 
to weigh not only the balances of trade in terms of the amounts of 
purchase and sale of all agricultural enterprises. products, and even 
more so for one grain in different groups of the peasantry, but the 
ratio of their sales of agricultural. products and the purchase of 
industrial goods. 


According to the budgets of 1923-24, a comparison of the purchase 
of industrial goods and the sale of all agricultural products show: 
first, the correspondence between the total sales of agricultural 
products. products and income from trades with the consumption 
of manufactured goods; secondly, the predominant importance of 
poor and medium-sized farms in the purchase of manufactured 
goods. 


In view of this, in order to clarify the socio-economic characteristics 
of groups of the peasantry, to propose to the Central Statistical 
Administration to develop a group balance for the purchase of 
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manufactured goods and the sale of agricultural products. products 
and, accordingly, organize the timely collection and summary of the 
materials necessary for this. 


Vi. About the budget of the CSB. 


Since the commission had to find out in what direction and in what 
way the grounds for group calculations and the calculation of the 
balance in general could be corrected and improved, and how the 
work of the CSB should be arranged so that in the future such 
balance calculations would give well-grounded conclusions, the 
commission states that according to most departments of the CSO 
(current statistics, budgets, nutrition, dynamics) are planned, and 
also such statistical work is being carried out, which in the future 
will undoubtedly provide the necessary materials, on the basis of 
which the reliability of balance calculations in general, and in 
particular group calculations, will be significantly increased, and the 
conclusions of such balances will be sufficiently substantiated. All 
this allows the commission to state that most of the statistical tasks 
outlined by it, aimed at improving the construction of the balance 
sheet, to a large extent already included in the CSO program and 
work plan. But their implementation depends to a large extent on 
the size of the allocation for statistical work. 


In connection with the increase in the importance of planning and 
regulation issues in the entire national economic life, the work of the 
Central Statistical Administration is acquiring exceptional 
importance. 


Noting the discrepancy between the funds allocated by the CSO and 
the tasks that the party and the Soviet government present to the 
CSO at present; at the same time, noting that in a number of 
provinces the former zemstvo expenditures on _ statistics 
significantly exceed the funds currently allocated for statistical 
work, while the work program of the CSO, in particular, in 
connection with the tasks set before the CSO by the commission, 
significantly broader than the programs of zemstvo and other 
previously existing statistical works, recognize the need for a radical 
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revision of the budget of the Central Statistical Administration by a 
special commission of the USSR Council of People's Commissars 
with a report within two weeks. 


At the same time, the commission pays special attention to the need 
to improve the financial situation of the lower statistical apparatus 
and to provide the provincial central statistical bodies with the 
necessary staff of specialists. 


Appendix 2 


Extract from the minutes No. 94 of the meeting of the Politburo of 
the Central Committee of the RCP (b) dated December 10, 1925 


Listened: 
1. About the work of the CSO in the field of grain-feed balance. 


Resolved * (* In the original minutes of the Politburo meeting, the draft 
resolution was written by V.V. Kuibyshev. (RGASPI. F. 17. Op. 163. D. 
521. L. 7-8.)): 


1. a) Agree, basically, with the conclusions of the Board of the NK 
RFKI USSR on the work of the Central Statistical Administration on 
the grain-feed balance. 


b) Recognize that the CSO and Comrade Popov, as his leader, made 
major mistakes in drawing up the grain-feed balance, which made 
the balance insufficient for judging either the marketability, or the 
surplus and shortage of grain, or the economic relations of the main 
strata of the peasantry. 


c) Agree with the decision of the RCI board on the need to replace 
Comrade Popov as head of the CSB by another comrade. 


d) Instruct Comrade Rykov and Kuibyshev, within two weeks, 
should find an appropriate candidate and, with the conclusion of 
the Organizing Bureau, submit it to the Politburo for approval. 


e) To propose to the Council of People's Commissars of the USSR to 
appoint an interim manager of the CSB Comrade Pashkovsky. 
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f) Adopt the following basic directive to the employees of the CSO: 
keep in mind that the CSO is the most important scientific institution 
of the Republic, the digital data of which are of paramount 
importance for the governing bodies of the Republic, that the CSO 
is required to perform accurate, objective scientific, free from 
political considerations, that any trying to adjust the numbers to fit 
a preconceived notion will be considered a criminal offense. 


1 RGASPI. F. 17. Op. 163. D. 534. L. 1-103 (uncorrected transcript); D. 

535. L. 1-142 (transcript with copyright and editorial revision); L. 143-160 
(verbatim report). The meeting was attended by: members of the Politburo 
- L.B. Kamenev and A.I. Rykov, IV. Stalin, L.D. Trotsky; candidate 
members of the Politburo -  F.E. Dzerzhinsky, V.M. Molotov, 
Ya.E. Rudzutak; members of the Central Committee - A.A. Andreev, 
K.E. Voroshilov, L.B. Krasin, G.M. Krzhizhanovsky, N.A. Kubyak, 
G.L. Pyatakov, A.D. Tsyurupa; candidate members of the Central 
Committee - ILM. Vareikis, S.I. Syrtsov; members of the Presidium of the 
Central Control Commission - V.V. Kuibyshev, M.E. Shkiryatov, 
N.M. Yanson, and also: Ya.A. Yakovlev, F.A. Tsylko, P.I. Popov, 
S.G. Strumilin. 


2 CSB - The Central Statistical Office was created by a decree of the Council 
of People’s Commissars of July 25, 1918 under the Council of People's 
Commissars of the RSFSR. In 1923, the department was turned into an all- 
union body and headed the entire system of state statistics in the country. 


3 June 23, 1925 at a meeting of the Council of People’s Commissars of the 
USSR, the question “On the state of statistics in the USSR. The plan of 
work of the Central Statistical Bureau for 1925-26. On the organization of 
the all-Union census. ” P.I. Popov. The following resolution was adopted: 
“a) Postpone the decision of the issue b) Instruct the NC RFL within a 
month to submit a draft resolution that would cover the activities of the 
CSB from the point of view of socio-political, relations with our entire 
community, from the point of view of the internal structure, conformity of 
works and statistical data with reality, and a draft of those measures that 
need to be taken both in the field of organizing the entire statistical 
apparatus from top to bottom, and in relations with the republican and 
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union people's commissariats. "(State Archive of the Russian 
Federation.F. P-5446. Op. 1.D. 12. L. 248.) 


4 "Estimated grain feed balance for 1925-26” was published in the Bulletin 
of the Central Statistical Administration of the USSR No. 105 of July 21, 
1925. The materials of the information department of the Central 
Committee of the All-Union Communist Party of Bolsheviks retained a 
proof-copy of this publication with corrections and notes. (RGASPI. F. 17. 
Op. 87. D. 100. L. 214-220.) See Appendix 1. 


5 The meeting of the NK RCI Board was held on November 26, 1925. The 
Board made a decision: “1. The proposals made by the Agricultural Section 
should be approved in the main. 2) The final version of the proposals should 
be entrusted to the commission consisting of com. Kuibyshev, Yakovlev and 
Popov”. (RGASPI. F. 17. Op. 87. D. 274. L. 141-147.) For the final 
decision of the NK RFK USSR see Appendix 1. 


6 Probably, we are talking about the speech of A.I. Rykov with the report 
"Report of the Central Committee of the RCP (b)” at the XIV Moscow 
provincial party conference in December 1925. In the section “The 
stratification of the countryside” Rykov used data on the grain-feed balance 
for 1925-1926 (Pravda. 1925, 8, 9th December.) 


7 This is an article by Ya.A. Yakovlev "On the balance of the purchase and 
sale of bread”, in which he criticized the prepared by the Central Statistical 
Administration of the grain-feed balance for 1925-1926 and the methods of 
calculating the marketability of bread. Yakovlev argued that “low-power 
and medium-sized consuming countries, shown with a deficit in the 
balance, participate so energetically in the real sale of bread that together 
they account for more than 2/3 of all real sales of bread in this 
region.” (True. 1925, December 9, p. 3.) 


8 This is about the work of V.I. Lenin’s Development of Capitalism in 
Russia, written in 1896-1899. and published as a separate book in 1899 by 
V.I. Poly. collection op. T. 3.M., 1967.P. 70. 


9 Ibid. P. 70. 
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10 "The national economy of the USSR in figures”. Statistical 
Yearbook. Published by the Central Statistical Administration of the USSR 
since 1924 


11 This is an article by A.I. Stetsky “Is the middle peasant the central 
figure in the village?” (True. 1925, September 27). 


12 "Economic Review” - a monthly magazine, published in Moscow from 
1923 to 1930. 


13 See the note to the summary table in Appendix 1. 


14 This is a meeting of the Council of People’s Commissars of the USSR on 
July 28, 1925, at which the report of N.I. Popov on the state of the 
harvest. The meeting was attended by: AL. Sheinman (NKVnutorg), 
M.I. Frumkin (NKVT), A.B. Dressing gowns (NKPS). The resolution was 
adopted: “Take note of the report”. (GARE.F. P-5446. Op. 1.D.13. L. 84.) 


15 Probably, Kamenev was mistaken in the date, he meant the meeting of 
the Council of People’s Commissars of the USSR on July 28, 1925. 


16 Kamenev is referring to his preface to the article "Fundamentals and 
Prospects of the Grain Procurement Campaign of the 1925-26 Economic 
Year (Review of Government Measures)” published in Pravda on August 
28, 1925. 


17 See Appendix 1, section II “On the groupings adopted in the grain-feed 
balance”, paragraph 6. 


18 At the beginning of May 1922, at a number of meetings of senior 
officials of economic organizations, it was decided to create a center in 
Moscow that would unite the heads of trusts, syndicates, and trade 
enterprises. On May 16, 1922, the first founding meeting of such a center 
was held, which was named the Business Club. His activities were funded 
by contributions from businesses. The club is located on the 
street. Myasnitskaya. The Business Club gathered communist business 
executives who shared their experience, received the necessary information 
in a special reference, economic and scientific library at the club. The club 
organized reports, lectures, courses on the most important issues of 
economic life. 
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19 Probably, we are talking about an article by M.S. Golendo’s “The 
Harvest and the Problem of Bread Prices”, published in the newspaper 
“Pravda” on August 30, 1925. It, in particular, said: ”... The bulk of all 
surplus (61%) is held by a small group of well-to-do peasantry, 
constituting only 12% of households and 14% of the population”. 


20 Plenum of the MK RCP (b) was held on September 4, 5 and 7, 1925 
(RGASPI. F. 17. Op. 16. D. 541. L. 165-171.) September 4 with a report 
on the decisions of the Central Committee of the RCP (b) at the plenum, 
L.B. Kamenev. The report was subsequently published in the newspaper 
Pravda (September 17 and 18, 1925), as well as in a separate brochure: L. 
Kamenev. Our achievements, difficulties, and prospects. M.; L., 1925. 


210n July 30, 1925, the Politburo adopted the following decision: “a) 
Recognizing the timely establishment of the directive prices for bread in the 
Ukraine and the North Caucasus, instruct the STO to establish those based 
on the existing world prices, taking into account the sales made and their 
compliance with the plan outlined for the appropriate time frame 
export. Prices are set for an indefinite period and are subject to change 
depending on the change in the above conditions, b) Instruct the service 
station to work out measures and give instructions to the places that ensure 
the achievement of the prescribed prices given to them and prevent their 
decrease, c) Take note of the message of Comrade Tsyurupa, etc. Sheinman 
that the price to be set in accordance with this decision of the BOP for the 
next period for wheat will not be lower than the ruble, d) Recognize, that 
the directive price should be set by NKVnutorg on the basis of this decision 
and the decisions already made by the STO and SNK. e) Along with the 
expansion of procurements, it is necessary, in all cases when it is possible 
in settlements with the peasants, that state and cooperative procurers keep 
prices slightly higher than private procurers since they fall below the 
directive prices. f) Instruct SRT and NKVnutorg, in the event of a 
significant drop in comparison with the established directive price, of local 
prices for bread, to take decisive measures in the form of increasing 
procurements, improving financing, etc. in order to bring price of bread 
closer to the established guideline price”. (RGASPI. F. 17.Op. 3. D. 513. 
1, 5-65) 
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22 July 30, 1925, having considered the question of the directive prices for 
bread, the Politburo took note of the message that the price to be set “for the 
next period for wheat will not be lower than the ruble.” The guideline price 
was to be set by the People’s Commissariat for Internal Trade on the basis 
of this decision of the Politburo. On August 13, 1925, the Politburo made 
a decision: "To instruct the People’s Commissariat of Internal Affairs, no 
later than three days, to submit to the Secretariat of the Central Committee 
a draft circular on grain prices, agreed with Comrade 
Kamenev.” (RGASPI. F. 17. Op. 3.D. 515. L. 7.) 


23 From the report of L.B. Kamenev “Our achievements, difficulties and 
prospects” at the plenum of the MK RCP (b) September 4, 1925 ("Pravda”. 
1925. September 18. S. 3). For the full quote, see the speech of A.I. Rykov. 


24 See Appendix 1, section II "On groupings adopted in the grain-feed 
balance”, paragraph 7. 


25 See Appendix 1, section II "On groupings adopted in the grain-feed 
balance”, paragraph 8. 


26 The decree of the Central Executive Committee and the Council of 
People’s Commissars of the USSR "On the production of the all-Union 
population census in 1926” was adopted on September 3, 1926. The census 
was scheduled for December 1926. 


27 This is about the work of V.I. Lenin’s “Abstracts for the Second 
Congress of the Communist International. An initial draft of the theses on 
the agrarian question”. (Lenin V.I. Poln., Collection of works. V. 41.M., 
1970. S. 173.) 
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Memorandum of the Deputy Chairman of the USSR State 
Planning Committee I.T. Smilgi I.V. Stalin. January 9, 1926 


A source: Transcripts of the meetings of the Politburo of the Central 
Committee of the RCP (b) -VKP (b) 1923-1938. Moscow. ROSSPEN. 
2007. Volume 1 1923-1926. P. 597-599 


Archive: RGASPI. F. 76. Op. 2.D. 431. L. 19-23. Copy. Rotator. 


General Secretary of the Central Committee of the CPSU (b) 
comrade Stalin 


For members of the Politburo 
Memorandum 


The complexity, difficulty and responsibility of the economic 
situation forces me to turn to the highest party and government 
institutions with a statement of my understanding of the situation 
and those measures that, in my opinion, are dictated by this 
situation. I will dwell on the main reasons that led to the existing 
difficulties, on the nature of these difficulties and on the ways to 
overcome them. 


Speaking about the reasons for the economic inconsistencies in the 
winter of 1925-26, it must be stated that the current situation was 
clearly outlined in the spring of 1924. The sharp shift in grain prices 
towards an increase and aggravation of commodity shortage were 
signs of a new phase on the path of our development. In the 
summer, in connection with the good views for the harvest, one 
could expect a significant decrease in the grain situation and a 
general improvement in the situation. This, however, did not 
happen for two main reasons. Firstly, serious foreign exchange 
difficulties forced us to pay for export while the internal situation 
was not clear, and secondly, unfavorable weather during the 
harvesting and threshing of grain, insufficient saturation of markets 
with industrial goods (due to their shortage), largely caused by this 
circumstance increased domestic consumption of the village, 
revaluation, perhaps, our statistics on the size of the harvest - all this 
in aggregate led to the fact that instead of the expected increased 
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waste of grain, we met with an extremely restrained supply of 
bread. All economic incentives: tax, vodka, insurance payments, 
loan repayments under the agricultural system. credit did not have 
a significant impact on the situation. The tax is not heavy and is 
levied liberally, the correctness of raising the price of vodka has not 
yet been proven. (Personally, I think I did the right thing.) 


These circumstances, in the main, prepared the further. The rather 
significant drop in grain prices that was outlined in the fall was 
quickly replaced by stability and growth. Wholesale and retail 
scissors have dispersed menacingly. Our main export goods have 
become either unprofitable or downright unprofitable (which is 
especially dangerous given the downward mood of the world 
market). Because of the mistakes made in the licensing policy, we 
found ourselves unable to reduce our imports accordingly. The 
result is the greatest dangers with our overseas payments. A sharp 
outflow of funds from credit institutions in the countryside 
(procurement season, high prices), an increase in wages without 
increasing the cost of utilities, created an automatic reduction in 
loans and the danger of oversaturation of monetary channels 
(inflation). 


The main conclusion that I draw from the above is that the balance 
between industry and agriculture is sharply disturbed in the 
commodity market in favor of the latter. In other words, the village's 
balance of trade and payments is too active. By this I do not mean at 
all that the man has achieved prosperity. I think that he is still very 
far from the most elementary well-being. I just want to say that we 
are lagging behind with industry. I do not pretend to predict the 
duration of the state of imbalance. It is enough that even the seasonal 
disparity creates an intolerable situation for us. 


We are in danger from both sides. On the part of foreign payments 
and on the part of monetary circulation. It is possible to successfully 
combat these dangers by eliminating the causes that give rise to 
them. In order not to go bankrupt with payments abroad, it is 
necessary to ensure successful export. "The rise of the will to export" 
will remain an empty sound if the state does not economically come 
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to the aid of exporters. We are talking about compensation for 
losses, the issuance of bonuses in some cases, etc. The key to success 
lies not only in the struggle against the self-supporting nature of 
exporting organizations. On the contrary, only having prepared an 
appropriate economic basis, one can count on the success of 
organizational and administrative measures. Without a quick 
positive solution to this issue, the export plan may be unfulfilled 
with disastrous consequences for our economy. 


The People's Commissariat of Trade alone is unable to do this. The 
scope of his internal maneuver is insufficient. We are talking about 
help from the budget. The budget does not provide for the 
corresponding expenditure. We must bring it there. 


We came close to the central point. In a situation like ours, such a 
powerful instrument of economic policy as the budget must be fully 
used in the struggle against difficulties. Unfortunately, economic 
discrepancies were almost not reflected in the current year's budget. 
The budget is drawn up in such a way that everything seems to be 
all right. Let's start with its dimensions. In the summer, when the 
prospects for the harvest were much better than in the fall, the State 
Planning Committee in its "control figures" named a figure of 3 
billion 700-800 million rubles. Comrade Sokolnikov considered this 
figure exaggerated. Then the situation with the harvest worsened. It 
would seem that this circumstance should have affected the budget 
figure as well. However, the budget has grown to 4 billion. I think 
that we cannot afford it, based on hard currency. If we assume that 
the chervonets has already become a falling currency, then it’s 
another matter. 


The budget is large, there are too many "consumer" expenses in it. 
They need to be cut. I prefer to be seen as an enemy of "culture" and 
many more good things than taking risks in such a difficult 
environment. The budget is not only large, but also improperly 
designed. Too much has been allocated to agriculture. Throwing 
money there without goods, we cut ourselves. These funds should 
be cut. At their expense, you can support exports. 
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Reducing quarterly plans cannot be considered sufficient if the 
budget itself is not designed correctly. 


The second danger threatens money circulation from loans for new 
construction (industrial and municipal). The building materials 
index increased by 37% over the year. This testifies to the complete 
impossibility of the building materials market to meet the demand. 
Being a resolute supporter of the development of industry, I 
nevertheless insist that spontaneous pressure should not push us 
towards inflation. The Supreme Council of the National Economy 
should stop the rise in prices for building materials. Industrial and 
communal construction must be introduced into the realm of reality. 


Moving on to the state of the money market, I must first of all pay 
attention to the huge costs of foreign exchange for intervention in 
order to maintain the currency parity of the chervonets. In 
December, these expenses reached 20 million rubles. If we proceed 
from the assumption that the situation is only threatening, in the 
sense of possible inflation (my point of view), then some 
expenditure of currency is inevitable. I think it is possible to 
significantly reduce this cost. The economic nature of this 
phenomenon will consist in the fact that due to the lack of goods; it 
will take some time to throw out a certain amount of gold and 
foreign currency. 


If, as others think, we are already in a state of inflation, then this 
expense is not only unnecessary, but directly harmful, as aimlessly 
emptying the state treasury. But then a completely different policy 
follows in the field of prices and everything else. 


I think that for the present time my understanding is correct, 
although I do not hide the fact that the danger of inflation can easily 
turn into real inflation. I think that with the right policy, firmly 
pursued, the situation can be restored. I limited my task to the main 
one. Numerous practical conclusions are a matter of the current 
work of the SRT. My goal is to raise the question and outline the line 
of its solution. 


January 9, 1926, I. Smilga 
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Transcripts of the meetings of the Politburo of the Central 
Committee of the RCP (b) -VKP (b) - March 1926 


A source: Transcripts of the meetings of the Politburo of the Central 
Committee of the RCP (b) -VKP (b) 1923-1938. Moscow. ROSSPEN. 
2007. Volume 1 1923-1926. P. 655-692 


Archive: RGASPI. F. 17. Op. 163. D. 681. L. 1-96 (uncorrected 
transcript); D. 682. L. 1-118 (transcript with copyright correction); L. 
119-127 (proof-proof proofs of GE Zinoviev's speech); L. 129-140 
(verbatim report). 


March 18, 1926 1 


Comrade Rykov presides * (* The question was stenographed at the 
suggestion of Comrade Evdokimov (document note)). 


Evdokimov. Is this a resolution of the Leningrad Provincial 
Committee or just the Bureau? 


Voroshilov. This is the fourth paragraph of the resolution of the 
plenum of the provincial committee on February 22 2. 


Rykov. The question was raised by virtue of the resolution of the 
plenum of the Leningrad Gubernia Committee. Who wants the 
word? 


Stalin *. (* Hereinafter, in copies of the transcript, uncorrected and 
with the copyright correction, there are notes by the stenographer: 
“Speeches are almost inaudible”). [ ... He protested, suggested that 
this question be postponed for a week and a half or a week.] About 
a week and a half ago, when the Leningraders demanded that the 
Central Committee approve the nomination of Comrade Komarov 
for the post of chairman of the Leningrad Soviet, Comrade Zinoviev 
called me, suggesting that this a question of 10 days when the 
extended Executive Committee will disperse 3... 


He said that by that time he would submit a letter of resignation, 
about resignation from the post of the Pre-Soviet of Leningrad, and 
the matter would be resolved in this way in a form more favorable 
to Comrade Zinoviev. I agreed with this and having talked with the 
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secretaries of the Central Committee, asked the Leningraders to 
temporarily postpone the question of what they reluctantly agreed 
with. But now this term has already ended. The Leningradians have 
been waiting for a response from the Central Committee for about a 
month. Comrade Zinoviev does not submit a letter of resignation. 
And you can't wait any longer because the Leningraders are in a 
hurry. In this connection we have now raised the question. 


Zinoviev. Comrade Stalin did not accurately convey the 
conversation. On one of the "pleasant" days during the Executive 
Committee of the Comintern, I resolutely came to the conclusion 
that I could not work as chairman of the Comintern. The Bureau of 
the CPSU (b), I [said this] made this application 4, and here on the 
same day ... * (* There is litter stenographer:. "I cannot hear”) I said 
Comrade Stalin, that withdrawal. (the appointment was in St. 
Petersburg) at the height of the Comintern testifies to me that I 
cannot work as chairman of the Comintern either. I also made the 
argument on this score that, if necessary, they could have discussed 
with me first. 


Stalin. [He asked, while the extended plenum of the Executive 
Committee did not disperse, not to do it. I spoke with ... and 
Molotov, they agreed to postpone it. As for the essence of the matter, 
you need to do this operation. Clearly, comrade. Zinoviev did not 
get into the committee.] My conversation with Comrade Zinoviev 
took place over the telephone, it is not recorded anywhere. But this 
does not mean that Comrade Zinoviev will be able to refute the facts. 
I assert that he asked to postpone the question until the end of the 
extended plenum, so as not to compromise it in the eyes of the 
members of the plenum. Otherwise, why did we postpone the 
question then? I affirm that he then announced his desire to resign. 
It is possible that in demanding deposition, he pursued a different 
purpose. Now I can see what his goal was: he wanted to use this 
incident for today's transcript. As for the essence of the matter, it 
boils down to approving or rejecting the decision of the plenum of 
the Leningrad Gubernia Committee to remove comrade Zinoviev 
and replace him with comrade Komarov. 
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Kamenev. I do not know of these negotiations and believe that the 
matter must be resolved on the merits, independently of the 
negotiations of the members of the Central Committee. [And I think 
that] Now the removal of Comrade. Zinoviev from the Leningrad 
Soviet takes on a political character, no one can doubt this. You have 
confirmed the main complication and you are keeping him in the 
post of chairman of the Comintern, and at the same time [this is 
inevitable, this is a resolution of the Congress] you tell every party 
member that he was mistaken on the basic question of interpreting 
Leninism. This is a difficult and complicated situation, to keep at the 
head of the Comintern [ man] a comrade, about whom it is necessary 
to simultaneously inform each member of the Party that he is 
mistaken in the fundamental questions of Leninism. This is a 
difficult position. [Now I will dwell on something else.] Comrade. 
Zinoviev has held the post of chairman of the Leningrad Soviet until 
now, not because he correctly solved the issues of sewage, but 
because the Leningrad Soviet is such an organization headed by a 
political person. [What will this withdrawal revive or not?] Well, 
the removal of Comrade Zinoviev from this political post will 
weaken or exacerbate the difficult situation in the Party? 
Undoubtedly, it will further exacerbate [the gap between the 
political post, which is entrusted to Comrade. Zinoviev]. Every 
comrade, every worker, every Leningrad citizen will be faced with 
the following: they are kept at the head of the Executive Committee 
and are not allowed to stand at the head of the Leningrad 
organization. If this was done for business reasons, if it were 
possible to convince someone that there are purely business 
considerations, outside politics, outside the congress, discussion, 
then it would have to be done before the congress. [The matter is 
hushed up, smoothed over, but ...] To do this now means to 
aggravate difficulties both from the point of view of the internal 
party situation and from the point of view of the political situation 
within the country and in the Comintern. [No need to rush.] Why 
do this now? 


Voroshilov. I think Comrade Kamenev was a little late with his 
proposal. After all, the question of the mistakes of Comrade. 
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Zinoviev has not been understood since today - he gained very, very 
wide popularity at the XIV Party Congress 5. The arena from which 
everything was disclosed was opened not only for our party, but for 
the whole world. Your speech, comrade Zinoviev, with a co-report 
at the party congress, was literally interested in the whole world, not 
only the communist one, and now to say that the act of removing 
you from the post of chairman of the Leningrad Council will bring 
something new is to break into an open door. Everything that could 
and should have been done has been done. The Leningrad 
organization is currently in a very ambiguous position with the 
existing relations that have been created. Comrade Zinoviev was not 
taken to the provincial committee6, com. Zinoviev remains a 
political figure who heads the Leningrad organization, as comrade. 
Kamenev. How can you combine things that are completely 
incompatible? If Comrade. Zinoviev is a really political figure for 
Leningrad, then it was necessary to hold him in the provincial 
committee, but it was impossible to hold him in the province 
committee after what happened, if you follow the democratic 
principles in our party, begin to implement them, and not forget 
about [what we they themselves spoke of the democratic principles 
of our Party's practice] them, not to neglect the will of the entire 
Leningrad organization. It seems to me that the proposal that is 
being submitted must be accepted, especially since it will be the 
implementation of those proposals that long ago [outlined]l 
suggested. People who do not work, who lead the organization only 
for "politics", which, by the way, in the present conditions they 
cannot implement, should be removed. You should not create 
exaggerated posts that, apart from harm, can do nothing. 


Evdokimov. I will not talk about the mistakes of Comrade Zinoviev, 
those mistakes which the congress, by its resolution, comrade. 
Zinoviev ascribes those attributed to him and to the entire 
opposition as a whole after the congress. There is not enough time 
for this now. I want to talk about how the withdrawal of Comrade 
Zinoviev on the position of the Leningrad organization. Removing 
Comrade Zinoviev from Leningrad in any situation would be a big 
blow to Leningrad as a major political and industrial center. In this 
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situation, the force of this blow is aggravated many times over. We, 
Leningraders, are considered and criticized as separatists, self- 
styled, etc. I will not say how fair these accusations are in general. 


But I believe that in this case, defending the interests of the 
Leningrad organization, the interests of Leningrad, we are 
defending the vital interests of the party. Any blow to Leningrad is 
a blow to the whole party. Of course, this can be said about any 
organization, and everyone understands that the strengthening or 
weakening of such organizations as the Leningrad one is of 
particular interest to the entire party as a whole. Recently, owing to 
“organizational conclusions" from the post-congress discussion [to a 
certain extent], one-sided discussion, Leningrad was hit so many 
times, and these blows were of such a number and such degree that 
it is possible to speak of the defeat of the entire organization. Almost 
the entire asset that has developed over the past several years has 
been removed. 


Voroshilov. [And your organization filmed five times.] In other 
organizations, the asset changed five times over a number of years. 


Evdokimov. The size of this withdrawal is characterized at least by 
the fact that until the last days there are up to 1200 unemployed 
communards on the district committees’ register, not counting those 
sent to the labor exchange. The best part of the Komsomol asset has 
been removed. A number of the most responsible professional 
workers have been removed, and a number of the best party military 
workers have been removed. The best female workers have been 
removed, business executives of the same scale as Comrade Balls 7. 


Dzerzhinsky. [And who replaced him? Markitakhin, I know.] He 
was replaced by a worker of no less scale - Markitakhin. 


Evdokimov. How could this affect the mood of the organization? By 
your position, you must be familiar with the position of people in 
the organization. I am familiar at least for such facts as the last day 
of the worker passed with us 8; it took place in the face of 
tremendous passivity on the part of the working women, with small 
meetings. It is here, in Leningrad, where female workers have 
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always shown tremendous activity, where there was a huge 
attendance of public meetings! Now the attendance of public 
meetings among the party activists has dropped, the party 
education cannot be established, the mood among the lower ranks 
of the party is depressed, the mood among the workers is also 
unimportant. Despite the campaign that was developed in the press 
against the so-called opposition in general and against Comrade 
Zinoviev in particular, I dare to assure you that Zinoviev's authority 
neither among the Leningrad party masses, nor among the non- 
party workers of Leningrad has not been shaken in the slightest 
degree. Yes. You can check it in any way. And with this state of 
affairs in the largest proletarian organization, the removal of 
Comrade. Zinoviev, will this aggravate the negative sentiments that 
exist? This is the question to be asked. Of course, it will. There is no 
need for it, there is no need for it. They say that practical work 
suffers. After all, you can get out of this situation in this way. 
Without raising the question of the chairman, raise the question of 
the deputy chairman and appoint comrade Komarov as deputy 
chairman. Withdrawal at the moment comrade. Zinoviev, will this 
serve to strengthen the authority of the Central Committee? No, it 
won't! They say that Comrade Zinoviev was not elected to the 
province committee. What to tell us about why and how they were 
not chosen in the sponge. Still, you know how the district 
conferences were held, how the gubernia conference was held9. Yet 
we know that it was much easier to pass it than not to. Great efforts 
were made to this. 


Dzerzhinsky. [I'm not involved in this.] I didn't notice. 


Evdokimov. So, there is not even the slightest need to cite 
documents that would indicate that it is necessary to hurry to 
remove Comrade Zinoviev. I said when I asked Comrade. Rykov to 
shorthand this question, which I consider very important, I will add; 
what I consider important and having not only enormous 
importance as a general party question, but a general political, not 
only our internal, but international issue. I cannot say all that I 
wanted to say on this issue, so I reserve the right to enter on the 
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subject with a special written application to the address of all the 
members of the CC and CCC 10. What else to add to what I said? 


Voice. Come up with. 


Evdokimov. There is nothing to invent here. I am quite 
understandably worried, comrades, when I speak. A person of 
temperament, I must say, I do not always maintain the proper clarity 
of thought and composure when required. 


Stalin. It is dangerous to health. 


Evdokimov. To improve my health, you gave me leave 11. I hope 
that I will really improve my health. In conclusion, I add once again: 
the removal of Comrade. Zinoviev from the Leningrad organization, 
from work in Leningrad, will be a new additional blow to 
Leningrad, which will have a very, very negative meaning, which 
will be negatively assessed not only by the entire party mass, with 
few exceptions, but also by all non-party workers and women 
workers of Leningrad. When you make a decision on this issue, I 
think this fact should be the main one, based on which it is necessary 
to make this or that decision on this issue. 


Molotov. The discussion that was at the congress cannot be erased 
by any speeches of people who are worried or not worried, who 
have improved their health during the last three months of rest, or 
are thinking of improving it. 


Evdokimov. This is not argumentation. If we begin to defecate in 
wit, so can I. 


(The presiding judge stops Comrade Evdokimov.) 
Evdokimov. I apologize for "defecating." 


Molotov.I say, this discussion cannot be deleted, and to say that after 
this discussion everything should remain in the same places, that 
everything should remain as before - this is still to demand the 
impossible. Comrade Kamenev says that the replacement of 
Comrade Zinoviev in the Leningrad Soviet has political significance. 
Of course, it has political significance. But does this mean that 
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replacing Zinoviev as chairman of the Leningrad Soviet is a political 
change for which the party is not prepared or which it considers an 
unsuitable change under the given conditions? There are enough 
facts to judge this. Based on the facts that we have about Leningrad; 
one can judge this. This question did not raise any doubts at any 
party meeting, at least judging by the district party conferences of 
all regions and the general provincial conference of Leningrad. And 
therefore, to say that the nomination of a new chairman of the 
Leningrad Soviet is a political fact that would now be unacceptable 
to the Leningrad working masses or the party as a whole is to say 
completely unconvincing things. Comrade Evdokimov tries to 
argue that this is a "blow to Leningrad." I think that this is also 
wrong. If we consider that a blow to Leningrad is the replacement 
of Zinoviev as chairman of the council, which is also wrong. If we 
consider that a blow to Leningrad is the replacement of Zinoviev as 
chairman of the council, which is also wrong. If we consider that a 
blow to Leningrad is the replacement of Zinoviev as chairman of the 
council, [nomination of a new chairman] then in general it must be 
considered that the opinion of the Leningrad organization, which is 
now expressed in a huge number of meetings, in the work of all 
district conferences and the provincial conference itself, does not 
matter to us. And this would be a real blow in the opinion of the 
overwhelming majority of organizations, against those sentiments 
that are clearly expressed by the Leningrad organization. Comrade 
Evdokimov's claims to express here the opinion of Leningrad, and 
at the same time to oppose Leningrad to the Central Committee, to 
oppose the interests of Leningrad to the interests of the Party and 
the interests of the Central Committee, is a harmful claim, and, 
moreover, completely unfounded. Comrade Evdokimov has no 
authority to speak on behalf of Leningrad. 


Evdokimov. Did I really say that I speak on behalf of Leningrad? 


Molotov. You said that “we, Leningraders”, that “we” have 
defended and will defend Leningrad. It turns out that there are 
people sitting here who are far from the interests of Leningrad, who 
do not understand the interests of Leningrad. Meanwhile, we 


300 


perfectly understand the real interests of Leningrad, and we think 
that they do not contradict the interests of the Party and the interests 
of the Central Committee of the Party. To say now that only the 
former group of the Leningrad organization are the “defenders” of 
Leningrad, or that only Comrade Zinoviev can “defend” Leningrad, 
it means [to develop] repeat the very things that some tried to 
spread in the party circles in the post-Congress discussion [ 
individual comrades] Leningrad 12... But this did not receive 
sympathy from the Leningrad organization, or even from any 
significant part of the organization. 


We must nevertheless reckon with the facts: there were regional 
party conferences, which were convened on the basis of complete 
democracy [as it can be], after a very long discussion of all the main 
issues of interest to the party, and after many comrades from the 
former opposition tried to continue the discussion at party meetings 
[and enterprises] of Leningrad, but to no avail. We now have the 
voice of the regional party conferences, we have the voice of the 
provincial party conference, and there are decisions of the provincial 
committee of the new convocation. Is it possible after all this to be 
recognized as expedient or consistent with party experience so that 
a comrade who was not elected to the gubernia committee, and 
whose name was not named by a single comrade in the gubernia 
committee [and not at a regional party conference and at a 
provincial party conference], it would be advisable and possible to 
keep the post of chairman of the Leningrad Soviet? It seems to me 
that this is completely inappropriate and that it clearly contradicts 
[the facts] the will of the vast majority of the Leningrad organization. 
Comrade Zinoviev was not included in the Leningrad Provincial 
Committee, and none of the members of the Provincial Party 
Conference Proposed Comrade Zinoviev to be a member of the 
Provincial Committee. After that, say that it is necessary to leave 
Comrade. Zinoviev as chairman of the Leningrad Soviet, in my 
opinion, is unfounded. Comrade Zinoviev remains chairman of the 
Comintern and a member of the Politburo [his authority is not lost.] 
This requires tremendous strength. And what position do we have 
with regard to the Leningrad Soviet at the present time? In fact, we 


301 


have such a situation that the actual chairman of the Leningrad 
Soviet and before [this time] the last party events was Comrade. 
Komarov, who was aware of Soviet work, who actually supervised 
this work. Comrade Komarov has been a member of the Central 
Committee for at least three convocations; he is a Leningrad worker. 
He is a prominent worker in Leningrad, who really knows practical 
work and enjoys great prestige in the Leningrad organization. It 
seems to me that now the only correct conclusion will be [such a 
conclusion that instead of having a sign, it is necessary to put up] to 
approve this comrade [so that he would openly work as] the 
chairman of the Leningrad Soviet [work under the name that he 
fully deserves], i.e., to name the actual chairman of the council by 
his real name. If Comrade. Komarov, not being listed as the 
chairman of the Leningrad Council, actually performed this work, 
especially the work of the chairman of the Leningrad Executive 
Committee, but now, it seems to me, the time is when it is necessary 
to formalize this provision, which is exactly what the Leningrad 
Gubernia Committee unanimously proposes. It is wrong to speak in 
such a way as Comrade Evdokimov that as a result of the political 
campaign that took place after the congress in Leningrad, the 
Leningrad organization is exhausted, that the Leningrad proletariat 
is [discouraged] in a passive state, and so on. [Demoralization in the 
Leningrad organization remained enormous.] Demoralization in 
the Leningrad organization was introduced. The responsibility for 
this lies with the Leningrad opposition. [Not talking] The mere fact 
that the organization was forced to change the composition of the 
lower-level elected party organs, to re-elect the bureau of collectives, 
this, of course, introduced a tremendous shock to the organization. 
At the same time, this has brought forward a new cadre of workers 
who still need to learn how to work, who need to be guided in all 
their work. But to say that this latter demoralized the organization 
is absolutely wrong. The demoralization introduced by the 
opposition is already underway. To say that the mood of the 
Leningrad workers is passive, that they have a negative attitude to 
all the latest events in the Leningrad organization, is not at all to 
reflect what actually exists. There is every reason to expect that the 
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Leningrad organization will now increase the pace of all its work. 
Everything speaks for the fact that the decision of the provincial 
party conference and the provincial committee of the Central 
Committee should not be broken or redone [this is a decision of 
individual comrades. I think that]. With this decision, you need to 
agree to [and the need to approve it]. 


Rykov *. (* There is a note from the stenographer: "Comrade Rykov 
was almost not heard.") ... At the suggestion of Comrade. 
Evdokimov's debate in the Politburo about the chairman of the 
Leningrad Council is being stenographed. Comrade Evdokimov, 
obviously, proceeds from the premise that our debate should be 
known to a wider circle of party members than the composition of 
the Politburo. 


Statement by Comrade Evdokimov about his vacation can be 
interpreted by the party in such a way that we are letting him go on 
purpose [since he didn’t say anything about this, he just said that he 
was going on vacation to get medical treatment] in order to get rid 
of him. He stressed that we gave him a vacation again. Statement by 
Comrade Evdokimov was recorded, it is necessary that my words 
were also recorded. I definitely declare that Comrade Evdokimov 
goes on vacation against our wishes and our insistence. I recently 
spoke with Comrade Kosior, and Kosior complained to me that it is 
very difficult for the Secretariat to cope with the work. Outwardly, 
a somewhat strange situation really turns out: while Evdokimov 
was not in the Secretariat of the Central Committee of the party 13, 
then he could work in the Leningrad organization, but now he 
cannot work anywhere. The position of the Secretariat, thanks to the 
departure of Comrade Evdokimov [ maybe he is necessary], puts the 
work of the Secretariat in unusually difficult conditions. We are 
comrade Evdokimov was included in the Central Committee 
Secretariat in order for him to work there. We insisted in every 
possible way that it work. The situation, thanks to his leave, creates 
an unusually difficult one. In any case, the party should know that 
he is leaving against our wishes [and demands. This should be 
perfectly clear]. 
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Second question. I was recently in Leningrad at a meeting of the 
Leningrad Council. A faction was appointed there to discuss the 
question of the chairman of the Leningrad Soviet. By telegram from 
here, this [history] meeting was postponed. Several comrades from 
the council came up to me and pointed out the incorrectness of the 
situation when Zinoviev was not a member of the provincial 
committee and nevertheless remained the chairman of the 
Leningrad Soviet. In Leningrad, a large political campaign was 
carried out, in which all the members of the Leningrad organization 
were involved, without exception, it was not our fault. As a result of 
this campaign, the Leningrad organization unanimously sided with 
the majority of the Fourteenth Congress and condemned the 
behavior of the Leningrad opposition. This situation has its own 
logic. 


Comrade Zinoviev said that he would not resign. This means that 
contrary to the opinion of the Leningrad Gubernia Committee and 
the faction of the Leningrad Soviet, he wants us to leave him 
chairman of the Leningrad Soviet by a resolution of the Politburo. 
Can this be done now? You can't. It was necessary to think about 
this earlier, comrade. Evdokimov. Now you speak here at the 
meeting and say: “You have weakened the organization” [because 
it did not agree with the majority of the congress] ... * (* There is a 
note from the stenographer: “not heard.”) How did you weaken it? 
After all, the main thing that happened in the Leningrad 
organization is that it sided with the XIV Congress, with the 
overwhelming majority of the party. This is not a weakening, but a 
strengthening of both the Leningrad organization and the party as a 
whole. 


[This] Your demand is a desire to continue [the line that was before] 
the struggle. [This cannot be done now under any circumstances. It 
was a one-sided discussion on the part of the Leningrad leaders for 
years, not months. Evdokimov and Zinoviev do not consider the 
discussion. The discussion was prepared against the XIV Congress. 
After that, no one shut your mouth, so ...] Comrade Evdokimov said 
that there was a one-sided discussion in Leningrad. If we can talk 
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about a one-sided discussion, then only in the sense that we did not 
discuss one-sided against you, but quite the opposite. Both before 
the XIV Congress and during the XIV Congress, you led a discussion 
against the majority of the party, not only without giving the floor 
to the supporters of the majority. but sometimes they carried out 
their work against the party majority, in secret from it. 


After the congress, we discussed together with you in front of the 
entire Leningrad Party mass. Every Leningrad worker, of course, 
had the opportunity to familiarize himself with Comrade 
Evdokimov's worldview. For this, [an infinitely long] much longer 
time was given and. understandably, there is more opportunity than 
for acquainting the Leningrad workers with our point of view. [In 
any case, in order not to understand from the transcript that there 
was a one-sided discussion on our part, Iam talking about this fact:] 
So, there was a "one-sided discussion" on your part before the 
congress and during the congress, and after the congress we 
discussed with you. We won only because of the correctness of our 
position, and the Leningrad workers were wholly on the side of the 
Fourteenth Congress. Is it possible now to accept Comrade 
Zinoviev's proposal, contrary to the opinion of the Leningrad 
Gubernia Committee and the faction of the Leningrad Soviet, which 
stayed with us and spoke out against Comrade Zinoviev? The 
Politburo has no way of doing this now [ for business reasons. The 
last plenum of the Comintern proved that Comrade. Zinoviev must 
now concentrate much more attention on the work of the 
Comintern]. In addition, business considerations require that 
Comrade. Zinoviev concentrated his work in the Comintern. 


The last plenum of the Comintern showed that if there are three or 
four such workers as Comrade Zinoviev, this will not be enough for 
the Comintern. [There is no need to talk about this now, because 
three or four workers, such as Zinoviev, are not enough now for the 
Comintern, and then they are unlikely to cope with the work of the 
Comintern. ] 


The leadership by the Comintern of the grown Communist Parties 
now requires much more strength and attention than it used to be: 
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otherwise, the communist movement will encounter difficulties 
that, with more careful leadership, can be avoided. 


In order to have less difficulties in the field of the international 
communist movement, comrade. Zinoviev to concentrate all his 
attention on the work of the Comintern. 


Zinoviev. I want to say a couple of words on the issue of the leave 
of comrade. Evdokimova. There has been very little suitable 
approach to this issue here. What's the matter, comrades? Comrade 
Evdokimov showed me the doctors’ certificate and showed it to you 
all. The leave was given on the basis of the testimony of doctors, 
who, unfortunately, do not leave even half a percent in doubt that 
Comrade Evdokimov cannot work at the moment. [He made 
comradely here] How can you make such statements here on this 
score, unfriendly, to say the least. He received leave [on all grounds 
of the party charter], how all sick comrades get. There is a definite 
conclusion of the doctors that he cannot work perfectly at this 
moment. What is the point in the fact that if a member of the Central 
Committee makes such a statement as he did [not accept such a 
statement], to remind him of his health? Has this [possibly] ever 
happened to us? 


Now I turn to the question of the chairman of the Leningrad Soviet. 
Here Comrade Rykov spoke of "Zinoviev's proposal." There is no 
such proposal, here the same speaker said that Comrade Zinoviev 
“wants to be left behind,” wants the Politburo to appoint him 
Chairman of the Leningrad Soviet, contrary to the decision of the 
Leningrad Provincial Committee. After all, I know very well that it 
was the majority of the Politburo who prepared my dismissal. It 
scarcely needs proof here that it is not a question of fighting for a 
post or the like. All this, I hope, understands. What does Zinoviev 
“want”? He only wants political clarity. If you send several 
thousand St. Petersburg communal workers to the labor exchange, 
work yourself and remove Zinoviev. Comrade Molotov said that the 
entire organization agreed with the removal of Zinoviev. But he also 
said that all the collective bureaus in St. Petersburg had been 
removed. If all collectives were forced to "change" the collective 
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bureaus - what does this mean? There are about 800 or even 1000 
collectives in Leningrad, in each collective of the Bureau there are 5- 
7 people, multiply all this, you will see how many [new] workers 
[were brought into the Leningrad organization] had to be "changed" 
and how many were removed. Add a few hundred dismissed 
workers of a larger scale who have passed through the Central 
Committee, remember the numbers that Comrade Evdokimov, then 
you will get [violation of the party] idea of the "democracy" that 
Voroshilov mentioned. We all sinned against internal party 
democracy, and our excuse was that the economic, general political 
and international situation for a long time forced us to maintain 
[almost] military discipline in the party, sometimes forced us to 
overdo it. But we were already during the discussion in 1923.14They 
said, referring to a well-known passage from the speech of VLadimir 
ILich at the 10th Congress, that in another year or two economic 
upsurge and we would get more support and initiative from the 
workers and would be able to improve in practice the internal party 
democracy, we would put things in motion. This rise has now come. 
If the Central Committee considers the recent events in Leningrad 
as an example of a "democratic" regime, it seems to me that this 
would be a gross mistake. I recently sent you a small piece of paper, 
I think you have already received it. A member of the Central 
Control Commission, Comrade Peterson, a worker at the Leningrad 
factory, a comrade whom almost all the female section of the 
Leningrad proletariat knows. This comrade is elected a member of 
the Central Control Commission at the XIV Congress. After that, just 
because she shared the views of the Leningrad delegation at the XIV 
Congress, she was dismissed from her job and sent to the labor 
exchange. What it is, comrades? We never had such things in the 
Bolshevik Party, never had anything like it! 


About the discussion and my "mistakes". Everyone knows how they 
were explained during the "study" of the decisions of the congress. 
There is a resolution of the XIV Congress, in which there is not even 
a hundredth part of what was later "explained" about it when the 
resolutions of the XIV Congress were "worked out". Everyone 
knows that the "study" of the decisions of the XIV Congress is 
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carried out not so much according to the resolutions of the XIV 
Congress, as according to a cheat sheet distributed secretly at the 
XIV Congress itself, a cheat sheet that was delivered to me from the 
provinces and which I officially handed over to the Central 
Committee. The discussion was not one-sided, says Comrade. 
Rykov! But, comrades, you all know that we were forbidden to 
speak [at the Leningrad conference]. 


Voroshilov. All spoke, only members of the Central Committee and 
the Central Control Commission were prohibited. 


Zinoviev. In other words, to our most qualified comrades. I will 
remind you of the St. Petersburg worker comrade. Kostritsky. 


Uglanov. His letter is sent to factories. 


Zinoviev. I don't know, but I know that he has already been 
removed from party work for two years. An example of the last 
days: take the Priboi publishing house 15 - a small publishing house, 
and in this one cell there are 19 people. removed from party work. 
And what is "Surf" in St. Petersburg - a grain of sand! You can judge 
from this the size of the defeat. Have we ever applied such measures 
[to restore] discipline in the Party? If my "mistakes" that are outlined 
here in [this lousy] illegal cheat sheet, are correctly stated, if you 
really believe in them, then, of course, I have to work at some other 
job, and not at general political. The fact of the matter is that hardly 
anyone seriously believes the instructions that are in this cheat sheet. 
You put the question this way: did you "hit" the sponge or did not 
hit the sponge. Everyone understands the price of this argument. 


Molotov. You have a very good attitude to the party. 


Zinoviev. I treat the party no worse than you. I repeat that I "did not 
hit" the sponge, so what? It happened (not so long ago) that 
Comrade. Rykov, for example, did not get into the Central 
Committee of the party under Ilyich 16. There are no irreplaceable 
ones, but political clarity must be created. And if a member of the 
Central Control Commission, elected at the XIV Congress, Comrade 
Peterson, is sent to the labor exchange, then this is unacceptable. 
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Stalin *. (* Initially, the phrase was attributed to M.F. Shkiryatov.) It 
seems that she is no longer a member of the Central Control 
Commission 17. 


Zinoviev. As far as I know, the people elected at the XIV Party 
Congress cannot be re-elected by anyone. That the party is 
"prepared" for the removal of Zinoviev, as comrade Molotov, this, 
of course, is known [Comrade Molotov, formally prepared]. In 
some layers, it is prepared by your efforts. 


Stalin. Comrade Evdokimov portrays the matter in such a way that 
not by a sponge, but by the Politburo, Comrade. Zinoviev from the 
post of chairman of the council [which does not correspond to the 
interests of the Leningrad industry, the Leningrad organization]. 
This is not true. This is not true. This is a falsification of what is 
taking place now in Leningrad. [The falsification is complete.] 
Voting at the Leningrad conference, which did not elect Comrade. 
Zinoviev in the provincial committee, in the absence of a protest 
against such a vote, [not available in the Leningrad archive, what 
does this mean, anything? Does it matter?] is a fact. This fact 
prejudges the removal of Comrade Zinoviev from the post of 
chairman of the Leningrad Soviet. Does not Comrade Evdokimov, 
that this had already predetermined the question of removing 
comrade Zinoviev from the post of chairman of the council of 
Leningrad? And the second fact is the direct vote of the Leningrad 
Provincial Committee to remove Comrade. Zinoviev and replace 
him with a metalworker, comrade. Komarov, against which there 
are no protests either. You cannot dodge these facts. What about 
comrade. Zinoviev cannot understand that these two votes are 
decisive. And what about the opinion of the lower ranks of the 
party, who voted against the opposition, for the decisions of the XIV 
Congress? Can we go against these facts? No, we cannot. Formally, 
the question is not about removing Comrade Zinoviev from his post, 
but about canceling or approving the decision of the Leningrad 
organization. Should we cancel the vote of the Leningrad 
organization or should we not? I think that we must approve the 
decision of the Leningrad organization. [This is the question. And 
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no matter how much Comrade. Zinoviev, all the same he will not 
prove and will not show, there will not be a single person ...] Finally, 
Comrade. Zinoviev must understand that after all that has 
happened, he cannot remain chairman of the council. If we now 
imposed comrade. Zinoviev to Leningraders, his position there 
would be unbearable. 


They depict here the decision of the Leningrad organization to 
remove Comrade. Zinoviev as a blow to Leningrad. Comrade 
Evdokimov managed to portray the case just like that. One out of 
two. Either the Leningrad organization itself strikes itself a blow, 
which is absurd, or Comrade. Evdokimov is more of a Leningrad 
than the Leningrad organization, which is also absurd. Comrade 
Evdokimov [you] forgets that now he has less right to talk about the 
Leningrad organization than the Leningrad organization itself, 
admit that Comrade Evdokimov. 


Evdokimov. I admit. 


Stalin. We have two main votes of the Leningrad organization, 
which express the opinion and interests of the Leningrad 
organization. To portray oneself as a representative of the Leningrad 
organization, regardless of these facts, is too risky a thing, Comrade 
Evdokimov. If Leningrad organization freed from opposition 
mistakes, if she was able to [make out] to dissociate himself from 
Comrade Zinoviev errors and [Evdokimov] others, then this is not a 
blow to the Leningrad organization, but a blow to those who want 
to strike a blow at our party. 


What do you think, can our party lead, having in the rear the 
Leningrad organization, which [is going to strike, cannot? We had 
two leading centers.] In the face of its top, did it strike the party 
blow after blow? What was the question? Besides, we actually had 
two Central Committees in the Party, two centers. One Central 
Committee, which was called Moscow, the other in [Petersburg] 
Leningrad. Can a party in power [for a month, two or three] lead the 
country, the economy, the proletariat, having two centers? No, he 
cannot. Ultimately, the organizational basis of the discussion [boiled 
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down to this at the congress, can we have two centers in the party 
or should there be one center. 


And Priboy, I read the Priboi edition, from which directives were 
given on an all-Russian scale, leading anthologies were written, 
which were published besides the Central Committee, without the 
Central Committee. It was a new center. You had one main center, 
the organ of Leningradskaya Pravda, which was a wing of the 
congress, you know that well. And you think that the Party can 
tolerate having such an organization as the Leningrad one in its rear. 
Either the Soviet government or the party ... (inaudible) or one 
center. If we talk about the blow that came from the Leningrad 
organization against the party, from which the congress liberated 
the party and without which we could not lead the country. They 
could not lead, having the Leningrad organization in their rear. 
Either they must surrender, or they must bring the Leningrad 
organization into line with the decisions of the party. This is how 
they achieved the blow that Comrade Evdokimov. He says that this 
blow is assuming a different form, that it is directed against the 
party, the blow was deflected by the congress, now we have a party 
center, both the party and the proletariat will benefit from this. Now 
turning the wheel back and returning to the position where there are 
two centers is to kill the party. A blow to the industry.] was to 
destroy the two-center in the party, to create one center, to create a 
united front with Leningrad. This was done mainly at the XIV 
Congress. Take your old Surf, for example. It was an all-Union 
organization, not a Leningrad one, which published leading 
textbooks and political textbooks for the entire Union, in parallel 
with the publishing house of the Central Committee. And what 
about Leningradskaya Pravda? Didn't it claim to be the de facto 
central organ of the party? In short, you were building a new Central 
Committee in Leningrad in parallel with the existing Central 
Committee of the Party. You have been pursuing a double center. 
You and now stand on the point of view of a two-center, proposing 
to impose Comrade. Zinoviev to Leningrad. Well, but the party 
wants to have one center, the center that was elected at the XIV 
Congress. And Leningrad also wants now to have one center at the 
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head of the party, and not two centers. That is why the removal of 
the so-called. Zinoviev is not striking a blow to Leningrad, but to the 
pernicious double-center and its supporters. Now turn the wheel 
back and return to the position where [there are] there were two 
centers, which means ruining the party. 


They say that Comrade Zinoviev is a blow to the Leningrad 
industry. [In the picture of the case it appears] It turns out that only 
Evdokimov and Zinoviev can defend the industry of Leningrad. 


Evdokimov. I did not say that. 


Stalin. You said that while Zinoviev was there, industry was 
secured, and now it is not known what will happen. [I don't 
understand that.] This is fundamentally wrong. 


Evdokimov. I did not say that. 


Stalin. If you [in this form did not speak] refuse now, then very 
many of your circle are talking about it. This, I repeat, is 
fundamentally wrong. [I think that you do not have any opportunity 
to support Leningrad industry, against the will of the Central 
Committee. Everything that you do is done with the permission of 
the Central Committee according to its directives, and no one thinks 
that Leningrad industry will be placed in worse conditions. On the 
contrary, I think she will be in better conditions. Our business is 
improving, and it will continue to improve, this improvement 
should extend to Leningrad industry. ] 


Leningrad industry was supported not because Zinoviev liked it, 
but because the Central Committee considered it necessary to 
support it. The Central Committee will continue to support it, for 
this is required by the interests of the Party and the proletariat. And 
the sooner we get out of the difficulties from which we are already 
getting out, the more thoroughly the support of Leningrad industry 
should be, anyway, Comrade will be there. Zinoviev, or not. 


Finally, the last question about the Comintern. Kamenev said that 
Zinoviev [hinted, but hinted not so clearly - how] he could not lead 
the Comintern without having a majority in the [ party] of the 
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Central Committee. [I do not think that it is impossible for such a 
person to lead the Comintern who does not agree with us.] This is 
not true, in my opinion. He can lead if he is loyal to the Central 
Committee of the CPSU (b). We have a precedent. Remember well 
III Congress 18. The Central Committee was then against Zinoviev. 
If I am not mistaken, then Lenin blocked with Trotsky on the 
question of the ultra-Lefts and the Central Committee supported 
this bloc against Zinoviev. Zinoviev remained in the minority [at the 
III Congress] in the Central Committee. Of course, after the III 
Congress there was the V Congress, but it does not follow from this 
that the ITI Congress should be forgotten. Zinoviev was then in the 
minority. However, no one raised the question of removing him 
from the Comintern. Moreover, I do not know of a single party in 
the Comintern that would raise the question of removing Zinoviev. 
[He was not in the majority, but he was the chairman of the 
Comintern. So, my proposal is not to object to the decision of the 
plenum of the provincial committee to remove comrade. Zinoviev 
from the post of chairman of the Leningrad Soviet and on the 
appointment of Comrade Komarov.] Therefore, Comrade Zinoviev 
can remain chairman of the ECCI, and he can continue this business 
with loyalty to the Central Committee. The chairmanship in 
Leningrad is another matter, the organization of which, the regional 
committee of which spoke in favor of replacing Zinoviev with 
Komarov. 


Evdokimov.I would like to say a few words in connection with my 
vacation. I understand the difficulty of the situation in which the 
Secretariat finds itself, for I have spoken with comrades on this 
issue. I said that the situation is being created very difficult, that 
Kosior is overloaded. In my opinion, this situation cannot last. By 
the way, when I returned, I was talking to Comrade. Molotov, and 
he asked me a question: why such questions? What practical 
suggestions do you have? I said: there is only one practical proposal: 
at the next plenum of the Central Committee, elect another Central 
Committee secretary instead of me. And where are you going? - asks 
Molotov. And after my vacation I will go to any job, go to a 
cooperative or trade union job. We had such a conversation. I said 
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that I myself understand the difficulty of the situation in which the 
Secretariat finds itself. But I see no other way out19. 


Rudzutak *. (* In the transcript with the author's corrections on the 
text of speeches YE Rudzutak litter: "Such nonsense, I never told ya 
Rudzutak." And followed by handwritten text of the statement.) 
Since there was raised the issue of easing [or introducing confusion 
into the ranks of] Leningrad organization in connection with the 
removal of Comrade. Zinoviev, we must first of all decide the 
question of whether the weakening of the Leningrad organization is 
the elimination of pre-Congress and post-Congress sentiments in it, 
the elimination of the opposition to the Leningrad organization of 
the Central Committee. I think that the elimination of these 
phenomena will undoubtedly lead to the strengthening of the 
Leningrad organization. [We have the opinion of the Leningrad 
organization. This suggests that the pre-Congress and _post- 
Congress sentiments that were in the Leningrad organization are 
being eliminated. This testifies towards the Leningrad organization, 
and therefore I think that further work should proceed along this 
line.] If Comrade. Evdokimov, that in the Leningrad organization 
there is a lowered activity, apathy, this, undoubtedly, is the result of 
the work of the opposition, and all measures aimed at the soonest 
elimination of pre-Congress moods lead to the strengthening of the 
Leningrad organization. [As for leaving Comrade Zinoviev as 
chairman of the Leningrad Soviet, it seems to me that Comrade 
Voroshilov pointed out correctly. I think that the Leningrad 
organization has said its word here and that any elimination of their 
pre-Congress sentiments is a strengthening, not a weakening of the 
organization. And from this point of view, there is no reason to 
cancel the decision of the Leningrad Gubernia Committee.] 
Regarding fears that this would weaken the authority of Comrade. 
Zinoviev, - Comrade is right. Voroshilov that this authority was 
most of all undermined by the discussion at the congress. In order 
to establish a normal situation in the work of the Leningrad 
organization and to strengthen it, there is no reason to cancel the 
decision of the Leningrad organization on the question of the 
chairman of the Leningrad Soviet. 
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Solts. I absolutely do not understand why this question is posed. 
What does it mean to strike at the Leningrad organization? Comrade 
Rudzutak said quite rightly. Of course, [to a certain extent] when the 
Leningrad organization drew [these] its organizational 
conclusions, it was painfully experienced to some extent, because all 
the governing bodies of the Leningrad organization were re-elected 
on the basis of clarifying the issues dealt with at the congress. [It is 
somewhat painful, maybe they are put on, but it can be survived.] 
Moreover, there were, perhaps, hobbies. Comrade Zinoviev pointed 
to a member of the Central Control Commission, Comrade. 
Peterson, who was sent to the labor exchange, that this is wrong, 
that this should be changed. This is true, but, in any case, this does 
not apply to Comrade. Zinoviev. 


Stalin. It is necessary [before] to ask the Leningrad Province 
Committee what he will say. 


Solts. This is the case of the Central Control Commission, and we 
decided to interrogate the Leningrad organization how such a 
misunderstanding happened 20. Hobbies are being made at the 
same time, perhaps, but what does this have to do with the question 
of Comrade Zinoviev? On the contrary, Comrade Zinoviev is not an 
ordinary worker. Why was Zinoviev not elected as a member of the 
provincial committee? It’s clear why. Because Zinoviev, being 
elected, should be the leader there, and not just a member of the 
provincial committee. And after the whole organization spoke out 
against the line that Zinoviev supported, it is strange for him to be 
[one of the 50 members of the provincial committee] the head. I think 
the situation is the same in the Leningrad Soviet. If he remains on 
the council, he needs to be a leader there, but in the position that has 
turned out, can he be a leader there? No. Why is there a false 
position? Comrade Zinoviev cannot occupy a false position in that 
organization which now entirely adheres to a different point of 
view. It really comes down to just that there will be a firm, a formal 
post. Here is the chairman of the Leningrad Soviet, and the entire 
council with the provincial committee has a different point of view. 
Therefore, for business reasons, this is not necessary. Why raise the 
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question again, really in order to have an extra document, to once 
again emphasize the issues that have already been resolved? I think 
that this question did not need to be raised and there is nothing to 
analyze. 


Kamenev. Stalin said that formally the question stands in such a way 
that we must reverse the decision of the Leningrad Gubernia 
Committee. I agree that this is how the question stands formally, but 
this is only formally, because no party charter rejects the case when 
the Central Committee finds this or that decision of the provincial 
committee inappropriate and enters into relations with one or 
another organization. Why issue such an ultimatum that we must 
violate the opinion of the Leningrad organization and cancel its 
decisions? There are other ways. The Central Committee can judge 
whether this decision is rational or expedient. The Central 
Committee has never refused this. And nobody understands 
democracy in such a way that since there is a decision of the 
provincial committee, nothing can be done. Comrade Molotov [, we 
need to understand democracy in a different way] says that this 
violates the principles of democracy. A strange understanding of 
democracy! So, if we want to discuss the matter on the merits, then 
we can tell the spokesman, even the Leningrad one, that the opinion 
of the Central Committee is this and that. Sponge can take note of 
this, can enter into negotiations. So, Comrade is right. Stalin, that 
formally the question is so, but in essence it is not so. 


Molotov. And the resolution of the conference that Zinoviev was not 
elected. 


Kamenev. So, in essence, I took the floor in order to dwell on the 
words of Voroshilov, Molotov and Rykov, because I think that here 
you only need to speak directly, that you need to make ends meet 
or you shouldn't say at all. 


Voroshilov believes that the removal of Zinoviev is one of the 
inevitable organizational conclusions from the discussion, and 
therefore, they say, there is nothing to talk about. 


Voroshilov. I said this before the discussion. 
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Kamenev. Here is a transcript, the transcript says: Voroshilov 
considers organizational conclusions inevitably connected with the 
discussion; and there is nothing to talk. He does not allow [himself 
the possibility of such a conclusion] thoughts that regardless of how 
the discussion ended, it is possible to dispute the organizational 
conclusions that were made not by the congress, but by the 
collegium of the Leningrad Gubernia Committee. The Central 
Committee may, without violating the decisions of the congress, 
challenge such organizational conclusions. I believe that these 
organizational conclusions are disastrous. In order to draw such a 
conclusion, additional data are still required, additional data are 
needed to say: since the person remained in the minority at the 
congress, he must be removed from his post. What, can't he work? 
All this requires proof, and you don't have it. Voroshilov says that 
the Leningrad organization is in an ambiguous position. Yes, that's 
right. [We] You have put in an ambiguous position not only the 
Leningrad organization, but also the Comintern. You forget about 
it. Of course, if Zinoviev's resignation was accepted at the first 
meeting of the plenum of the Central Committee 21 and they said 
that he really could not remain the Chairman of the Comintern, then 
there would be no ambiguous position either in the Comintern or in 
Leningrad. This was not done. And now the situation is so 
ambiguous that Comrade. Zinoviev may remain Chairman of the 
Comintern, but he cannot remain the leader of the Leningrad 
organization. We still have to make ends meet. They say that 
Zinoviev was not elected to the provincial committee, but why was 
he elected Chairman of the Comintern? The whole Party and the 
Comintern are in an ambiguous position. After all, now every 
member of the Party and member of the Comintern can say that at 
the head of the Comintern there is a man who departed from 
Leninism and sunk to Sukhanov. How can you cover such a 
statement? Nothing. General Secretary of the CPSU (b) proved that 
Zinoviev retreated from Leninism and slipped to Sukhanov22. And 
this man is left as Chairman of the Comintern. Understand that only 
by deviating from simple political sincerity can one prove the 
absolute intolerance of Comrade. Zinoviev remained chairman of 
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the Leningrad Soviet for at least one day. After all, even earlier, even 
under Lenin, there were differences. It was such a case that with 
most Zinovev dispersed on CC III Congress 23. It was a discrepancy 
on a particular specific issue. But Lenin took a different point of view 
regarding the organizational conclusions. He never took such a 
point of view as to prove, after a divergence, in brochures, speeches, 
resolutions, etc., that Zinoviev had abandoned the line of Leninism 
and slipped into Sukhanov. 


Lenin did not draw the organizational conclusions that you are 
making now. Under Lenin, such organizational conclusions 
regarding Leningrad and Zinoviev would not have been possible. 
That's the whole difference. So, the reminder of the discrepancies at 
the III Congress sounds unfounded in your lips. People continued 
to work in their posts without any "organizational conclusions." 
Then there was no such theory that in order to correct certain 
mistakes, a comrade should be discredited. I studied Lenin very 
carefully and nowhere did I find this theory of discrediting. 


Stalin. He says it is necessary to exclude such individuals. 


Kamenev. In each specific case, he proposed certain specific 
measures. And now the theory is put forward that whoever made a 
mistake must be discredited in order to correct the mistake. This has 
not happened before. It is very surprising that this policy is literally 
processed and a theory is formed. I believe that Lenin never went to 
this theory of discrediting. 


Voroshilov. And after Lenin, one must think whether you are the 
creator of this theory? 


Kamenev. If, comrade. Voroshilov, we did this together in the case 
of Comrade Trotsky, this does not mean that we will always follow 
you when you continue this policy. If you think that because we beat 
Trotsky together, that therefore we are deprived of the right and 
opportunity to defend ourselves, [when this theory passes to 
another,] if you think so, you are deeply mistaken. You won't shut 
our mouths, we will speak. 


318 


Kuibyshev. This is not convincing. 


Kamenev *. (* Both copies of the transcript contain the note of the 
stenographer: "Comrades Trotsky and Kamenev spoke at the same 
time.") I know, Comrade Kuibyshev, that your beliefs are not in your 
head. 


Finally, the third conclusion of Comrade. Voroshilov: people who 
do not work should be removed. This is an absolutely correct 
conclusion. But here the question must be whether they do not work 
because they really stopped being able to work, or because they 
cannot work at all. This is exactly how the question should be put in 
relation to Comrade. Zinoviev. [ Should I shoot Zinoviev?] What, it 
may or may not work? If not, where is it proven? 


Voroshilov. And where is it proven that he worked? 


Kamenev. Zinoviev, apart from his official reports, did nothing. 
And this each of us can do. Why, then, each of us cannot be the 
chairman of the Leningrad Soviet, everyone can do this, everyone 
can make such a report? Then I must say that Zinoviev should have 
been removed three years ago. 


Voroshilov. I spoke about this before, though not three years ago. 


Kamenev. They are filming not because Zinoviev is not efficient, but 
because this is an organizational conclusion from the discussion. 
This is what needs to be said directly. Molotov says that this is the 
opinion of the Leningrad organization. Well, you know, Comrade 
Molotov says that this opinion was made on the basis of the absolute 
most democratic foundations, but you forgot to add at the same 
time: on the basis of democracy and additionally some 
administrative measures and on a scale unheard of in party practice 
until then. [Or] One of two things is needed: either to stand [on the 
Stalinist theory,] on the Stalinist point of view or [not]talk about 
democracy. The Leningrad organization is a rebel who must be 
brought to its knees, Stalin says. So, you say it. But why cite speeches 
about the fact that complete democracy was carried out and that 
Zinoviev is overthrowing the Leningrad proletariat? Nobody will 
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believe it. Absolute democracy in Leningrad is to make people 
laugh. Better, comrade. Molotov, [take a stand] stop talking about 
democracy and stand up to the end with the point of view that Stalin 
developed. Stalin's point of view is quite logical. He definitely says: 
Leningrad wanted to strike us from the rear, we will strike it 
ourselves. This statement is logical. We will strike a blow and then 
one can judge whether this blow can be justified by political 
considerations and the interests of the party or not. After all, your 
theory is that since Trotsky and I did this, we must do the same in 
this case. 


[Voroshilov. Minin, Safarov, etc. spoke.] 


Kamenev. But the question about Comrade. Trotsky today is a 
special item on the agenda, isn't it, Comrade. Trotsky 24? 


Trotsky. I accept it. 


Kamenev. Therefore, I believe that if you do not speak here cute 
phrases about democracy, about freedom of discussion, but say 
what we have, then we must say: since Leningrad must be 
conquered, then not for business reasons, but for other reasons, for 
reasons, violating all logic, Zinoviev must be removed. But I repeat, 
every member of the Leningrad Council and every member of the 
Comintern can ask you: "How then do you leave the chairman of the 
Comintern a person who is not suitable for the work of chairman of 
the Leningrad Council?" 


Zinoviev. Comrade Stalin spoke very [lightly] here ... * (* There is a 
note from the stenographer: “I can't hear it.”) About what an 
awkward position I would find myself in if I didn't resign myself. It 
is clear that he is full of the best feelings for me and, as the secretary 
of our party, he always protects the interests of every member of the 
party and must take care of me too. [as a party member.] It's very 
touching of him. Imagine, it also occurred to me more than once: to 
resign. I consulted my friends about this. The same happened with 
the Leningrad Gubernia Committee, when it was deprived of fire 
and water, the newspaper was taken away, and several dozen of its 
members were dispersed. Also sponge first thought about 
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resignation. But nevertheless, they came to a different conclusion, 
decided that no, it was not necessary to resign, let them make 
"organizational conclusions." Let them shoot openly. This will be a 
good lesson for the [others] party. So, this also applies to me. 


About two centers and one-centeredness. It goes without saying that 
this is the ABC of [communism] of Bolshevism * (* The correction 
was introduced by the editor in a copy of the copyrighted 
transcript.): One center is needed. Right. But you have no right to 
say that Leningrad was "in the rear" of the party. You are now trying 
to create a situation in which not a single delegate at any of the 
congresses will dare to say the word "no", he will always say "yes." 
The defeat of the Leningrad organization leads to this. Since when 
did Leningrad come to the rear of the party? Was it at the [XII] XIII 
Party Congress? No, as if it weren't. How the case went after [XII] 
XIII Congress? Everyone knows that it would take us too far. 
Leningrad was not "in the rear" of the party, but of some of your 
mistakes — that is true. But to say that he was in the rear of the party 
cannot be said. Let me tell you, it is not a secret that Leningrad 
remains against your mistakes even now. 


Stalin. Leningrad? 


Molotov. Are you speaking on behalf of the Leningrad 
organization? 


Zinoviev. No, not on behalf of the [ Leningrad workers] of the 
current Leningrad organization, but I know the mood of the 
Leningrad workers, I know the attitude of the Leningrad workers to 
the main problems, and I think that if the questions come up again, 
the Leningrad communists will have the same opinion as they had 
and have now. Because the one-sided "discussion" took place in an 
environment that made it impossible for them to say what they were 
thinking. [ Regarding the "rear". Nothing has been proven that 
Leningrad was in the "rear".] It is said that Priboy was a new Central 
Committee, published anthologies, etc. First, as far as I know, all 
anthologies were approved by the Central Committee; secondly, 
that we should create a situation in which it would be impossible to 
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publish a book without the permission of the Central Committee 
and from this to conclude that we have two centers - I do not 
understand such a formulation of the question. Employees of all 
editions were approved by the Central Committee, including the 
Priboi. In Leningrad there were no less skilled workers than Broido, 
and on the basis of the general decisions of the Central Committee, 
they could figure out whether it was necessary to print this or that 
book. It seems to me that the example given here in this part was 
completely unfortunate. According to the charter, each sponge may 
have its own organ, each sponge may have its own organ. 


Stalin. But this body opposed itself to the [body] of the Central 
Committee. 


Zinoviev. I don’t think so. When the Central Committee announced 
a discussion before the congress [we wrote letters] and invited: 
please, guys, speak up 25 (laughter), Leningradskaya Pravda had 
the right to take advantage of this proposal of the Central 
Committee. Yes, comrades, “speaking out” is called when people 
really say exactly what they think, and not just “do it”. It was before 
the congress, [public opinion was being prepared before the 
congress] when the Central Committee called for free expression. As 
you know, the organ was taken away from the provincial committee 
during the 26... This is an unheard-of thing. If I were to offer you, 
Comrade. Uglanov, imagine for a minute that if your entire Bureau 
of Collectives were “changed”, your newspaper was closed, all the 
leaders were removed, and in this position they would tell you: win 
Moscow. 


Uglanov. I don’t know, I’ve never been in this position. 


Zinoviev. I think you would hardly have won. It would be difficult. 
Yes, one-of-a-kind is necessary. But it does not follow from this that 
the big proletarian center could not make its own proposal to the 
party before the congress, not even a proposal that would not please 
the majority of the Central Committee. Before the congress he had 
every right to do this; after the congress it was a completely different 
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matter. Submission to the decisions of the congress was fully 
ensured. This was correct before the Congress. 


I would like to say two more words about the "precedent" with the 
Third Congress of the Comintern. This is not devoid of relevance. 
Comrade Stalin here said that no foreign party demands the 
removal of Zinoviev from the Comintern. With proper 
"preparation", some parties may, perhaps, demand this, Comrade 
Stalin. And I know that such "preparation" is underway. It is 
impossible, says Stalin, to proceed from one Fifth Congress 27, but 
one must recall the Third Congress. Right. This is what I did at the 
plenum of the ECCI. [At the IIT Congress it was clear that it was a 
question of power, when it was necessary to conquer the workers. 
Further, it is not true that it is me.] The Third Congress was of 
tremendous importance. I do not remember whether Comrade 
Stalin participated directly then, or whether he was not then in 
Moscow. 


Stalin *. (* There is no replica in the uncorrected transcript; it was 
entered by LV. Stalin during editing.) I was on vacation then. 


Zinoviev. There were no "fears" then, there were no such fears that 
I would defend the ultra-left. [You point out that] The dispute then 
remained in a tight circle and was not moved outside this circle. 
There was not a single Politburo resolution on this score. You know 
that Vladimir Ilyich himself wrote a year later about Levi, 28 that he 
was wrong in this respect, that he later admitted his mistake. I did 
not remain in any minority at this third congress. 


Regarding the question of Comrade Trotsky, I think he has the right 
to raise this question. Yes, we, together with the majority of the 
Politburo [did not understand that it was time to move to the 
implementation of internal party democracy and, in particular,] 
overdid it in relation to Comrade Trotsky. I took an extreme position 
in this regard. I spoke about this at the XIV Congress. That all 
comrades from the former groupings should be given the 
opportunity to work (of course, under the control of the Central 
Committee, this must be admitted, I admitted this, and I admit it, 
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and I admitted it at the Congress and is ready to admit it, anywhere. 
You must understand that new times have come, that the moment 
has come when we give (and should give) more rights to the 
workers and peasants, more democracy to the Soviets and unions, 
and, therefore, it is impossible not to change the regime in relation 
to our own party. This time has come. The more the Politburo will 
drag out practical conclusions of this, the worse. 


Voice. Since when did it come? 


Zinoviev. It came from the beginning of our economic upsurge 
when the situation in this respect was determined. By the 
Fourteenth Party Congress, instead of realizing this, you yourself 
tried to create a culminating point in relation to the clampdown. 
This culmination was expressed in the defeat of Peter: the sooner it 
is fixed, the better it will be. 


Stalin *. (* In the transcript with the author's revision, the text of the 
speech was subjected by I.V. Stalin to significant semantic and 
stylistic corrections and in this form was published in the verbatim 
record. An uncorrected copy of the transcript of his speech, see 
Appendix 3.) I took the floor because with the statements of 
Comrade. Zinoviev and Kamenev cannot agree. Comrade Kamenev 
says that I am posing the question formally, while the Politburo 
must decide the question on its merits, from the point of view of 
expediency. T. Kamenev is wrong. I pose the question not only 
formally, but also on the merits. I have already said why it is 
inappropriate to leave Zinoviev as the pre-council in Leningrad, 
having declared that the system of two centers in the party, pursued 
by the opposition, is disastrous. Everyone understands that if 
Comrade Zinoviev remains at the head of the council, he will again 
try to turn the entire Leningrad organization or part of it into a ram 
for a strike against the Central Committee. Why did I talk about two 
centers? Because there was a two-center and it was carried out by 
Zinoviev and Kamenev. There were two centers, two press organs, 
two organizations - the Leningrad and the Central Committee, and 
the sharpest clash of these two competing centers was formally 
expressed at the congress. The Leningrad organization then found 
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itself in the rear of the majority, thanks to the opposition of Kamenev 
and Zinoviev. I affirm that such a situation in our party in power 
can create a mortal danger. A party whichby the grace of the former 
leaders of the Leningrad organization, has such a_ serious 
organization as the Leningrad organization cannot govern the 
country and the proletariat. From this point of view, I am 
considering the question of the advisability of removing Comrade. 
Zinoviev. 


Kamenev. With my withdrawal, I will have to change the argument. 


Stalin. Why? The question of your withdrawal can only be resolved 
by the Moscow organization. Leave Comrade Zinoviev there, at the 
head of the Leningrad organization, this means either splitting the 
Leningrad organization and rebuilding part of it against the Central 
Committee, or throwing the entire organization into confusion, 
gradually turning it against the Party and the Central 
Committee.Now neither the Leningrad Communards nor the Party 
will agree to this. And that you opposed the Leningrad organization 
of the Party and its Central Committee, this is indicated by the co- 
report at the XIV Congress, your anti-Party declarations at the 
Congress. As a matter of fact, you were heading towards a split, for 
the two-center is preparation for a split. We now want to protect 
ourselves from such dangers. We want to affirm the unity of the 
center in the Party, this organizational basis of Bolshevism. Together 
with the Leningrad Communards, we want to secure the Party 
against the danger of a split. 


Now about Lenin's organizational method. Kamenev asserts that 
Lenin never proposed drastic measures in the party. Kamenev is 
wrong, comrades. Speaking of the past, let me remind you that in 
the October days, in the period of the mistakes of Kamenev and 
Zinoviev, Lenin proposed seven times to expel both of these 
comrades from the Party. Who stood against it then? I, Sverdlov, I 
think, Trotsky and some others. We several times then made a 
decision to the Central Committee that Comrade Lenin should not 
insist on his demand for expulsion. Some documents in this regard 
have been preserved in the party. There is even a special appeal to 
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Lenin's Bolshevik Party in this respect 29. So, Lenin sometimes acted 
much sharper and more decisively. 


Voice. And the exclusion of Shlyapnikov 30, and the question of 
Tomsk 31? 


Stalin. About democracy comrade. Kamenev and Zinoviev. He, this 
democracy, is such that it is worth laughing at him. How did our 
first serious confrontation begin? From the fact that the Leningrad 
Gubernia Committee, based on Zinoviev's report, passed a decision 
on the need to expel Trotsky from the party, and we went against 
such a decision and achieved that the exclusion clause was deleted 
from the resolution. Try to refute this fact. In retaliation for this, 
Zinoviev then began to write articles on the "half-Trotskyism” of the 
majority of the Central Committee. This is called the "soft" method 
and democratism com. Kamenev and Zinoviev! 


Zinoviev's statement that we allegedly did not have freedom of 
discussion is completely wrong. The history of our party does not 
know such a discussion that took place before the XIV Congress and 
at the Congress. Maybe the discussion was not as sharp as it was, 
for example, on the issue of the Brest Peace 32when the party faced 
the direct danger of a split. But the history of our party does not 
know such a full discussion as was at the XIV Congress. Take the 
minutes of the congress, containing 1000 pages, of which more than 
half are devoted to discussion. They say that after the congress the 
discussion was far from complete. It's right. It couldn't be otherwise. 
Our party is not a discussion club. The members of the Central 
Committee and Central Control Commission, who are called upon 
to carry out the decisions of the congress, must not be allowed to 
open a discussion against the decisions of the congress the day after 
the closing of the congress. It would not be a militant party of the 
dictatorship of the proletariat, but a discussion club of empty 
talkers. 


The most ridiculous thing about the democracy of Kamenev and 
Zinoviev is the fact that they still cannot understand the truly 
democratic background of the turn of the Leningrad organization 
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towards the decisions of the 14th Congress, towards the Central 
Committee. They do not understand why it was so easy to raise the 
Leningrad organization against the old opposition elite. You think, 
apparently, that the Leningrad Communards turned so easily 
against the opposition, thanks only to the speeches of Kalinin and 
Molotov, Tomsky, and Voroshilov .... (Comrade Zinoviev's remark 
is not heard.) I ask you to refrain from hints, for all these comrades 
have done colossal work in Leningrad. Why was it possible to isolate 
the opposition so easily in Leningrad? But because our congress 
campaign coincided with the pressure of democracy in the lower 
ranks of Leningrad, which was gradually accumulating and which 
finally broke through in the form of re-election of collective bureaus. 
The congress campaign of our Central Committee members in 
Leningrad was an appeal to the party masses. Over 70 thousand 
party members were set in motion during the congress campaign. 
The party masses understood the matter in such a way that it means 
that they, the party collectives, can express their opinion, say their 
weighty word. And the first thing they said was to get rid of the old 
secretaries and organizers, forbidding collectives to gather and 
playing the role of "party" district police. That is where the basis of 
the genuine democracy of the successful congress campaign in 
Leningrad lies. Our "democrats" cannot or do not want to 
understand this, comrades. Zinoviev and Kamenev. 


As for the Third Congress of the Comintern, I was then on vacation, 
but I know about the disagreements between Lenin and Zinoviev at 
the Third Congress from Lenin's words and from data from the 
Central Committee archive. Zinoviev cannot deny that these 
differences were that they were of cardinal significance, that 
Zinoviev remained in the Central Committee at that time in a 
minority, that, despite this, he retained the post of chairman of the 


Comintern. 


As for the fact that someone is allegedly carrying out work in the 
Comintern against Zinoviev, then Zinoviev is bringing down from 
a sore head to a healthy one. It is proved on the basis of the 
documents that the next employee and agent Zinoviev t. Highlander 
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conducted illegal work in the Comintern against the Communist 
Party and in favor of the opposition immediately after the closing of 
the XIV Congress 34. A special commission from Pyatnitsky, 
Lozovsky and Manuilsky established this fact. If we adopted a soft 
resolution on this matter and spared Zinoviev, then this speaks in 
favor of the Central Committee of the All-Union Communist Party, 
and not in favor of Comrade. Zinoviev. 


Kalinin. Could you close the list of speakers? 


Rykov. The Politburo can do whatever it wants. Enrolled: Zhukov, 
Trotsky, Molotov. They are also recording: Zinoviev, Kamenev, and 
Stalin. May I close the list of speakers? (Accepted.) [Maybe revise 
the agenda and postpone some issues? 


(Agenda items are being revised, a number of issues are 
postponed.)] 


Zhukov. Of course, you can say whatever you want, the Politburo 
has the right to decide anything in party practice. If the Politburo 
proposes a decision of the Leningrad Gubernia Committee to 
change, or rather orders to change this decision, then we will, of 
course, do it. We have this issue and on the Bureau of the Provincial 
Committee and the North-West Bureau 35 was decided, and the 
Secretariat, and everywhere it was decided unanimously in all three 
instances of the same. And before these instances, at the regional 
party conferences, at the collectives and at the gubernial party 
conference, there was not a single vote where this candidate was 


nominated. 


Why did this happen? Kamenev is amazed here and says that 
Zinoviev has become unfit for work in Leningrad. This is not the 
question. This happened for the simple reason that they spoke about 
during the discussion, they spoke here too, and which, it seems to 
me, is not worth dwelling on. As for the passions that were 
portrayed here, that if Zinoviev is removed, then everything will 
perish, so this is nonsense. None of this will happen. Of course, there 
are difficulties, of course, this is a great difficulty. But what is to be 
done? If this was done, it was necessary to think about it not now, 
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but earlier. It was necessary not to arrange the opposition, it was 
necessary not to do the things that the opposition did, especially 
towards the end of the discussion. 


We had such a situation that if a party comrade wanted to speak not 
only at the factory meeting, but in the collective bureau, he was 
physically beaten [and beaten in the face]. That's what it came down 
to. If in this way you want to further define inner-party democracy, 
this can be done, but this method is unlikely to go far. And there 
were many such cases. That is why in Leningrad this issue was 
decided so unanimously. I cannot say what happened in the last 
faction of the Leningrad Soviet, because I was absent at that time, 
but before that instance there was not a voice, not a single sound. Of 
course, if you order to override, we can and must override, but it 
seems to me that it will hardly be expedient. 


As for the two centers and two directions, this is indisputable. Who 
can deny? Not a single St. Petersburg communard can deny that 
serious attempts, expressed in a number of specific measures, were 
made to establish a center in St. Petersburg. 


As for Zinoviev's statement that, excuse me, the St. Petersburg 
organization does not say that - I doubt it very much, I doubt it very 
much. Of course, no one can be a prophet, we do not believe in 
prophecy, but I doubt that the St. Petersburg organization, after all 
that it has experienced now, would agree to such a thing. I don't 
think there is even the slightest reason. It is unlikely that in the St. 
Petersburg organization there will be an idea that Safarov should be 
their leader when he was doing such things. We lived in such a 
situation: any St. Petersburg communard, regardless of party 
experience and position, who had been in the party for at least ten 
years, had no right to say a single word against the opposition. Such 
a party member was not allowed to speak, even when he tried to 
speak out against Safarov at a closed meeting of the collective 
bureau. 


And so, it turned out that with all the most energetic pressure from 
the leading opposition group, despite all their speeches at party 
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meetings - and I spoke at very many meetings after the congress and 
I know about it - with the most desperate pressure and pressure, 
they could not do anything to do, they did not receive a single vote, 
not a single candidate, either at the regional party conferences or at 
the gubernial party conferences. Comrade Evdokimov said here: we 
know how to carry out democracy. I have no doubt that you know 
you have a lot of experience, especially the 22nd Gubernia 
Conference 36 proved this to us. 


I must declare that the will of the St. Petersburg organization has 
already been revealed; it will be difficult to reconsider this decision. 
This business will be very difficult for any St. Petersburg 
organization. Because now go to the lower ranks, to the collectives 
of the Leningrad organization, to any party member and prove to 
him the opposite, to prove what is impossible to prove, to prove in 
the name of various considerations, it seems to me that such things 
should not be done. I must say: this is not our expression that 90% 
of the St. Petersburg communards will name and call the previous 
situation the state of feudal estates. There is a feudal prince, he does 
what he wants. If you want to continue like this, continue. This is 
the opinion of the St. Petersburg communards. We, of course, do not 
join this, but this is what the St. Petersburg Communards say. When 
making a decision, one must reckon with the organization. The 
organization decided in all instances, 


Trotsky *. (* In the transcript with the author's revision, the text of 
Leonid Trotsky's speech is given in two copies (the first version is 
with the author's revision, the second is a reprint with a new 
revision).) I would prefer to talk about these issues without a 
transcript, because, even with the most conscientious desire to be 
clear, comrades may have legitimate suspicions that you are 
speaking specifically for the transcript. [This is] And we are 
examining a question about which it is better to speak within the 
Central Committee, because then you will express yourself more 
freely. But there is nothing to do. However, before moving on to the 
question under discussion, I want to dwell on one [small] side 
question, [small, of course, relatively, this question] raised by 
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comrade. Stalin: although this question has little to do with the 
matter, in itself it is of great importance for the history of the party. 
It seems to me Comrade Zinoviev is wrong when he says about the 
Third Congress of the Comintern that at that time the disagreements 
were of a limited nature, touching only on a specific question. No, 
the question of tactics then stood in full. At that time there was a 
danger that the policy of the Comintern would follow the line of the 
March events in Germany, 37 that is, * (* In the uncorrected 
transcript there is a note: “Inaudible.”) along the line of attempts to 
artificially create a revolutionary situation and "electrify" the 
proletariat, as one of the German comrades put it. This mood was 
then dominant at the Congress, and Vladimir Ilyich came to the 
conclusion that, acting in this way, the International would surely 
break its own skull [it was]. I wrote to Comrade Radek a letter about 
my impressions of the March events, which Vladimir Ilyich did not 
know about. In view of the delicate situation, not knowing the 
opinion of Vladimir Ilyich and knowing that Zinoviev, Bukharin 
and Radek were in general for the German Left, I, of course, did not 
speak openly, but wrote a letter (in the form of theses) to Comrade 
Radek, so that he gave his thoughts. With comrade We did not agree 
with Radek. Vladimir Ilyich found out about this, summoned me, 
and he characterized the situation in the Comintern as such, which 
is associated with the greatest dangers. In assessing the situation 
and tasks, we had complete solidarity. 


After this meeting, Vladimir Ilyich summoned Comrade. Kamenev 
to ensure a majority in the Politburo. There were 5 people in the 
Politburo at that time, [and Comrade Kamenev supported this 
group] with comrade. There were three of us by Kamenev, hence the 
majority. And in our delegation, on the one hand, there were 
comrades. Zinoviev, Bukharin and Radek, on the other hand, - 
Vladimir Ilyich, myself, and Comrade Kamenev, and we had formal 
meetings in groupings. Vladimir Ilyich said then: "We are creating a 
new faction." In further negotiations on the text of the resolution, I 
was a representative of the faction of Vladimir Ilyich, Radek was a 
representative of the faction of Comrade Zinoviev. 
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Zinoviev. Now things have changed. 


Trotsky. Yes, it has changed. Moreover, Comrade Zinoviev [very] 
rather decisively then comrade Radek is that he "betrayed" his 
faction in these negotiations; seemed to have made too great 
concessions. The struggle was great on the front of all the parties of 
the Comintern, and Vladimir Ilyich conferred with me about what 
to do if the Congress spoke out against us: will we obey the 
Congress, whose decisions could be disastrous, or will we not obey? 
An echo of this meeting can be found in the transcript of my speech. 
I said then - by agreement with Ilyich - that if you, the Congress, 
make a decision against us, then I think that you will leave us a 
certain framework so that we can defend our point of view in the 
future. The meaning of this warning was clear enough. However, I 
must say that relations within our delegation were maintained at 
that time, thanks to the leadership of Vladimir Ilyich, completely 
comradely. Still, it should be noted that Comrade Zinoviev already 
at that time showed a certain disloyalty to me at this congress. He 
portrayed the matter in such a way that I represent a separate 
position from Vladimir Ilyich. At the same time, rumors were 
spread about Trotsky's "Menshevism". Vladimir Ilyich then 
summoned me to his place and talked to me about this in the sense 
of how best for us to demonstrate our solidarity with him. In the 
minutes one can find the corresponding statements of Lenin. This is 
how it was. As far as the party history and the name of Vladimir 
Ilyich have been touched upon here, I would like to illuminate the 
whole matter and my participation more accurately in it. 


Now for today's question. I think that given the current situation in 
Leningrad, the removal of Comrade Zinoviev is an inevitable 
conclusion - not in the sense of the policy of “organizational 
conclusions", which I do not sympathize with, but simply because 
of the specific situation. After the gubernia conference and the 
election of a new gubernia committee, the removal of Comrade 
Zinoviev from the council is inevitable, not in the least, in essence, 
without changing the situation in one direction or the other. The 
question now, comrades, is not at all that. I must say that I have 
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already said to the Politburo, when the question of Leningrad was 
considered in past times 38... Comrade Zinoviev is now saying that 
we (in Leningrad) were "overdoing it" in some ways. I am forced to 
repeat once again that the negative features of our party regime, the 
regime that has been established over the past two or three years, 
that these features in Leningrad manifested themselves more 
sharply than anywhere else. I once expressed myself at a private 
meeting of the Politburo, I remember, in the fall of 1923, in such a 
way that the Petersburg organization was “mutilated”. This 
expression of mine was later repeated a lot against me. I think that 
the party regime, which is based on an excess of bureaucracy, in 
Leningrad had to inevitably receive a particularly sharp expression, 
in view of the high activity and intelligence of the Leningrad 
proletariat. The hardware results that can be achieved in remote 
comers by relatively "normal" means, in St. Petersburg require 
special funds. This is not only the individual fault of Comrade. 
Zinoviev, but also the "fault" of the situation in which the regime 
was applied. That is why I have always said that the Leningrad 
regime was only the harshest expression of the general party regime. 
The struggle against this Leningrad regime, which is difficult for the 
party members, was waged not because the mass of members of the 
Leningrad organization said aloud that they did not want this 
regime, but because Comrade. Zinoviev, disagreements with the 
majority of the Central Committee appeared. Here is the crux of the 
question. You can't close your eyes to this. This considerable 
circumstance testifies to the fact that [that there is some wrongness 
in Leningrad, because if there is a certain pressure, but all] how 
difficult it is for the mass of party members to influence the party 
regime. Everyone is now talking about the extreme pressure that 
reigned in Leningrad, but I ask: why did the mass of the Party, at 
least in Leningrad, not speak about this, were silent, tolerated? And 
the "statements" started only when sharp disagreements arose at the 
top [this is a known incorrectness]. This must be answered. That I 
cannot be a defender of the regime that was in Leningrad - this, I 
think, is completely clear to everyone without further words. But at 
the plenum during the XIV Congress, I warned against the measures 
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that were taken to accelerate the overthrow of this regime. I talked 
about the danger of knocking out a wedge with a wedge. Comrade 
Stalin was absolutely right in that part of his speech when he said 
that victory over the Leningrad opposition was ensured not only by 
pressure from the central apparatus, but also thanks to the desire of 
the Leningrad party members to free themselves from the excessive 
clamping of the local apparatus. Right! But what if it turns out that 
they fell out of the fire and into the fire? Does the current regime in 
Moscow allow one to think that the new regime in Leningrad will 
be "softer"? And so, depressed mood] a very difficult condition in 
the Leningrad party organization. I have spoken about this, and 
those who say in the Moscow districts that I do not speak out on 
sensitive issues of party life, they are lying to the Moscow 
organization. I have never hidden my views. But I remain with my 
views within the Central Committee, [I spoke about mine] since it is 
a matter of differences with the majority of the Central Committee. 
I considered it and I do not have the right to do my fundamental 
differences outside the Politburo. This is not "hiding" their views 
from the party, but the observance of collegial discipline. If the 
Politburo says that I should go to the districts and talk about it there, 
I will, of course, do it, but this means a discussion, and I think that 
the discussion will be useful only in one case out of a hundred. 
Therefore, I repeat: those are lying, they are deceiving the Party, 
who tell it that I do not speak out, that I “hide” my views. There is 
not a single significant issue on which I would not express myself in 
the Politburo. 


Iabsolutely cannot accept the theory of “compromising the leaders,” 
which Comrade Stalin formulated and now again supports. Under 
Vladimir Ilyich, this theory did not exist and there was no need for 
it. That Lenin sometimes proposed decisive and harsh measures, 
even against members of the Central Committee, is correct, but he 
proposed them within a narrow circle of comrades and in 9 cases 
out of 10 in order to achieve a certain "pressure" on the one against 
whom these measures were directed. Vladimir Ilyich did his best to 
avoid compromising. But then she was not so dangerous, because 
then there was Lenin. He could believe that if he temporarily 
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removed one or the other from work, then there would be no great 
danger - such a right was given to him by history. He had such a 
consciousness of himself and the same consciousness we had in 
relation to him that the party, if one or the other is removed, since 
there is Lenin, will not shake. I think that none of us who have 
remained have such a right now, and we cannot think so of 
ourselves. The development of the theory and especially the practice 
of compromising now, without Lenin, is downright disastrous. 
After all, this is a matter of mutual compromise and self- 
compromise. He who does not see this is blind. In any case, if we 
assume that the members of the Central Committee have such a 
"right" to compromise, there is such a share, then I personally have 
never used this share and am never going to use it. In a case that is 
completely wrong, absolutely falsely contacted me in the case of 
Eastman's book39, I also did not carry out this theory of 
compromise, on the contrary, I supported the reputation of the 
members of the Politburo. Comrade Zinoviev, in the midst of your 
struggle against me, when a young communist, who considered 
himself in solidarity with me, allowed himself to call you by your 
first name, and even a diminutive name in conversation with me, I 


abruptly stopped him. 


[ Kamenev. You talked a lot about this * (* In the uncorrected 
transcript the remark was attributed to LB Kamenev. In the copy 
with the copyright correction there is Kamenev's note: "I did not say 
that. LK")] 


Zinoviev. This has already been discussed in the literature *. (* There 
is no replica in the uncorrected transcript. In the copy with the 
copyright correction, it was entered by G.E. Zinoviev.) 


Trotsky. I didn’t take any steps to get it told, but it was. I protected 
the reputation of the leading comrades not out of any special 
cleanliness, not according to any moral rules, but for political and 
very real reasons. I proceeded from the premise that the party can 
be supported by the mutual trust of its members and trust in the 
leadership. 
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It is impossible, of course, to do without refuting certain mistakes of 
the leading comrades, but it is unacceptable to complicate the issue 
with side points, to involve extraneous circumstances, personal 
insinuations, etc. with the aim of compromising. It is impossible to 
violate the proportions in the struggle, pursuing the task of 
compromising. This inevitably leads to humiliation and narrowing 
of the ideological elite. And what does this narrow mean? It means 
the inevitable strengthening of hardware methods. Why? Because 
the lack of the power of persuasion has to be compensated for by 
coercion. If we agreed within the Politburo, at least through some 
internal "fight" based on a conscientious attitude towards each 
other, then in most cases we could ideologically defend our 
decisions before the party. If we go further along the line of this 
mutual compromise, then, undoubtedly, it will be necessary to 
strengthen the clamping methods. The ever-greater weakening of 
the ideological authority of the leading group will inevitably have 
to be compensated for by the apparatus method, which within 
certain limits can replace ideological influence, but only within 
certain limits. It's funny when they attribute to me childish thoughts 
about the uselessness or unimportance of the apparatus, discipline, 
etc. and, I dare to think, I learned a thing or two from Vladimir 
Ilyich. [We agreed there, agreed on all issues. We inevitably solved 
all this without ideological narrowing.] I understand the 
significance of a powerful centralized apparatus just as well as 
others. But I also understand that the apparatus is not omnipotent. 
And when the apparatus begins to replace ideological authorities, 
to destroy authorities, to create authorities, it is thereby going 
towards the greatest dangers. That is why I cannot accept the theory 
of compromise; I strongly reject it. What do you need now? It is 
necessary to create conditions for collective work in the Politburo, 
for real collective work, i.e., when you come to the Politburo, you do 
not come across a ready-made decision and do not think about 
[what you will say and what it will be said] how to present this or 
that business proposal, and whether it will be carried behind your 
back in all districts. [I am approaching to the point, for example, on 
the question of Japan. This question came to my mind, the question 
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of the war came to me. I thought that if I introduce this question, I 
will bring it in boldly and it will not be interpreted in any other way. 
I would calmly introduce this question in order to find out in which 
direction and how they react, how they sympathize or not.] Well, 
what is better, a fresh example, take at least my today's proposals 
concerning China and Japan 40... This is a very serious question, and 
to a certain extent the fate of our revolution is connected with it. 
While working through the material we have on this matter, | 
thought not only about the question of substance, but also about 
how I would bring this question, whether I would come across a 
ready-made solution, whether there would be complications instead 
of benefits, whether my initiative would be interpreted according to 
-other. And now, instead of calmly introducing this question on the 
merits, I introduced it "in the direction" in order to probe whether it 
is possible to take the second step. I have never had this kind of fear 
before, but now, when the system of compromise is used, I have 
these fears, because every time you risk drowning the question. I 
think this is deeply abnormal, and I think it would be better [that 
these fears should not exist] for the party if we eliminate it. [I think 
there was not a single question in the Politburo that could be 
informed. If anyone wants to inform the decision, let him write a 
note. But if you have to argue not only depending on what you want 
to say on this issue, but if it is interpreted as a step and you do not 
know how your yesterday's conversation will be interpreted and so 
on. and when all is skewed, I believe - this is a bad way]. When 
pieces of our debate are sent through the apparatus to the districts, 
then this is not information, but disinformation, for with such a 
transfer the matter inevitably gets distorted, and you are deprived 
of the opportunity even to correct and clarify. I think that we should 
draw the main conclusion from the party upheavals of these last 
years of the policy of compromise and say: this is not the right way. 
It seems to me that it is possible and should, through efforts of 
goodwill, to restore in the Politburo the possibility of truly 
conscientious, collective work without repression, without 
compromise. This will have a beneficial effect on the entire party 
regime. 
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Molotov *. (* The text of VM Molotov's speech in the transcript with 
copyright revision was significantly revised stylistically, it was not 
possible to fully restore it.) Comrade. Kamenev said [about the 
formal decision, if he made a decision to the sponges, he was 
generally right, this formal fact must be reckoned with] that 
formally the decision of the gubernia committee was correct, but the 
Leningrad gubernia committee could be persuaded of the need to 
change this decision. I think we must reckon not only with [the 
Leningrad Gubernia Committee itself] the decision of the Leningrad 
Gubernia Party Committee, but also with the decision of the Party 
conference. And this solution already exists. 


[ Voice. Has anyone consulted?] 


Molotov. [There were, were present,] A number of members of the 
Central Committee were in Leningrad, and they observed what was 
the attitude there towards [Leningrad] the issue that we are 
discussing not only at the provincial conference, but in all 
collectives. [What we understand well,] We, who traveled to 
Leningrad, reported this in a written report. Of course, if it were 
necessary, you can convince with a sponge. The Leningrad Province 
Committee is located near Moscow. But the fact is that the Party 
conference [reflected] expressed itself on the merits of this issue and 
made its decision on the question of the composition of the 
provincial committee unanimously. [The committee was formed 
later, no one suggested changing,] When he was elected as a 
provincial committee, no one proposed the introduction of 
Comrades. Zinoviev and Evdokimov did not. Nobody! It goes 
without saying that this is a reflection of the opinion of the [rather] 
broad party [groups] of the masses. We can say that not everyone in 
Leningrad thinks that there are those who think that the withdrawal 
was wrong. Probably, there are such comrades, I have no doubt 
about it, but, on the other hand, we must reckon with the main 
results of the reporting campaign on the congress, and it lasted fora 
month. [A proposal was made to seriously discuss at a number of 
collectives, the discussion continued not at one meeting, but at 
several meetings.] The members of the Central Committee sent to 
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explain the decisions of the congress [actively participated] played 
an important role in it, but it must be borne in mind that the 
opposition also actively participated in this campaign. It is wrong to 
say that there was a one-sided discussion in Leningrad. Safarov, 
Glebov-Avilov, Minin and others, all prominent opposition 
workers, performed at [some] collectives. In a number of cases, they 
managed to keep the mood for some time, especially in such 
collectives whereby a number of organizational measures the 
workers were protected from access to the enterprises of those who 
could defend the congress line. We know this especially on the 
example of the Putilov plant. [But the fact is that what happened in 
the Leningrad organization is in no way, it cannot be named with 
any party position, it was the stripping of collective bureaus, it was 
not a disagreement, it was re-election.] But we also know the results 
of the reporting campaign. What happened in the Leningrad 
organization can in no way be called the defeat of the collectives, it 
was the re-election of the collective bureaus, which was done at the 
request of the overwhelming majority of these collectives. Not 
always unanimously, but in most cases the overwhelming majority 
of the collectives spoke in favor of the congress line, and after that 
they changed the composition of the collective's bureau, especially 
getting rid of those who had tried to impose a different point of 
view, the point of view of the opposition. I note that only in those 
cases when a clear majority in favor of the congress was envisaged 
in the collective, the party masses, without any pressure from above, 
changed the composition of the collective bureau and elected people 
who were more faithful to stick to the general party line. [This was 
the opinion of the party masses.] To say that after the congress the 
bureaus of collectives were dispersed in the Leningrad organization, 
it means completely distorting the picture, portraying things 
differently from what they really were. Comrade Zinoviev said: [a 
lot] we know how [the Leningraders carried their line, how it was 
unanimously adopted, in particular, in the composition of the 
provincial committee and the district committee] the decisions of 
district and provincial conferences are unanimously adopted. This 
is also a bad attempt to portray the matter in such a way that even 
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in the very organization on behalf of which they are trying to appeal 
here, on behalf of which they tried to defend their position, that 
[there can be no conflict of opinions,]and here there is not and has 
not been a really correct discussion of the basic questions of party 
policy. This reflects the bleak views of the party. In fact, just on the 
example of the discussion of the results of the XIV Congress, we 
have a careful discussion of the main issues of our policy among the 
party masses and a very active participation of the masses in this 
discussion. [Precisely] The Party masses [and many of the Party] 
throughout the organization gathered in collectives in a more 
normal manner than was usually the case before the Party Congress. 
[Who can defend the fact that the Leningrad organization came to 
the party congress with a unanimous delegation, that this took place 
without real pressure and without an explicit regime, which was the 
opposition to the Leningrad organization, no one can believe this. 
After the congress period, of course, the regime also changed, and 
the fact that we, the members of the Central Committee who worked 
in Leningrad during this period, resolutely advocated a change in 
the regime, resolutely supported the opinion, began to work not in 
the party active, but in the party masses. It was a reflection of the 
views of the party masses.] And yet who can defend that the 
appearance at the party congress of the Leningrad delegation, 
consisting exclusively of oppositionists, that this could have 
happened without increased pressure and without creating a 
regime in the organization, which, having been opened, hit the 
opposition itself in the Leningrad organization. After the congress, 
one of the most important tasks in the Leningrad organization was 
to change this unacceptable internal party situation. We, the 
members of the Central Committee who worked in Leningrad 
during this period, strongly supported the need for this change. We 
began our work is not so, as we have suggested the former leaders 
of Leningrad, not with party activists and the party from the masses 
wanting to immediately approach the genuine sentiments of 
organization 41... And the results of our work, we think, reflect the 
opinion of the party masses much more than they did before the 
party congress. 


340 


I do not want to say that in our party regime, in the party as a whole, 
or in the Leningrad organization, everything is now all right. This I 
do not assert and cannot assert. It was not for nothing that we 
accepted, and not on the initiative of Comrade. Zinoviev, before the 
congress, an appeal to the party on the implementation of internal 
party democracy 42. Comrade Zinoviev, although he was on the 
editorial commission on this appeal of the Central Committee, 
inserted only a few words into it. It is clear that this appeal was 
adopted in order to correct the regime, soften, and improve the 
methods of leadership. In many cases, the pressure on the party line 
oversteps normal boundaries, and corrections are needed here. But 
it is one thing when the freedom of all groups, everyone, even 
former groups, and movements, etc. is being defended. This 
proposal was not accepted at the party congress. And another is a 
proposal [for the change] aimed at improving the regime, for a more 
consistent implementation of inner-party democracy, the latter is a 
necessary measure. 


Stalin. So that the party does not turn into a discussion club. 


Molotov. This is what I am approaching. Take the line led by 
Comrade Zinoviev before the Congress and now. Now he repents, 
he says today: I repent, I made mistakes against democracy, but we 
know that during the year before the party congress many had to 
fight against the excessive suppression of Zinoviev's policies. This 
also affected the question of Comrade. Trotsky. Everyone knew that. 
Despite the fact that the economic turnaround has not been outlined 
since the XIV Congress, Comrade. Zinoviev, only finding himself in 
the minority, started talking about democracy. [I believe that what 
we did against Trotsky was necessary, I believe that my articles, 
perhaps weak, were nevertheless caused by a certain necessity.] I 
think, if we talk about the party regime, then not Comrade. Zinoviev 
to talk about it. With regard to the party regime, he was the most 
extreme, the most tight-lipped, and from January 1925 the Central 
Committee had to stop exactly Comrade Zinoviev on this part. 
Comrade Until recently, Zinoviev understood less than others the 
need for intraparty democracy and most of all argued the need for 
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one hundred percent "monolithism" [which was recommended by 
Comrade Lenin and which was developed by Comrade. Zinoviev] 
whose meaning is in the interpretation of Comrade. Zinoviev is 
famous. 


Now about Comrade Trotsky. If Comrade Trotsky is trying to prove 
that he is pursuing an absolutely correct line, that he is not hiding 
any of his views, that he says what he thinks, then, I must confess, I 
have doubts on this score. Nowhere about the XIV Congress of 
Comrade Trotsky did not speak. Meanwhile, no one forbade him to 
defend the decisions of the XIV Congress. Comrade Trotsky, in 
many of his political speeches, never tried to do this. 


Trotsky. And what about textile workers? 
Voice. You have very little there about the XIV Congress. 


Molotov. You have topics like "Europe and America”, maybe some 
of your favorite topics, but not about the XIV Congress [its 
directives] and not about general party decisions. Speaking of 
speeches, we must strive to make all members of the Central 
Committee feel responsible for the implementation of the decisions 
of the Fourteenth Congress and for the decisions of the Central 
Committee. [They believe that they have the right to talk about 
anything, that they are free in their choice of topic, this is not the 
case.] Our party is so strong that it is striving for unity of action, 
unity of speech on basic questions. 


I will end with a question, why did Evdokimov, Zinoviev and 
Kamenev need the transcript of this meeting? How can this be 
explained? I did not expect that Comrade Zinoviev will insist that 
the session be recorded in shorthand. This comrade. Zinoviev 
apparently wants to emphasize that he continues to occupy a special 
line in our Party. There is a decision of the congress - this is one 
thing, but some have a special line, and they are trying to inflate it 
[individual facts, individual mistakes of the party, individual 
examples] emphasize in front of the whole party. To this end, they 
turn to fierce criticism of the party regime, and again conduct 
polemics with congress decisions. What is it for? This is an open 
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continuation of the erroneous position taken at the XIV Congress. It 
would be much better if, in spite of the disagreements that existed 
before the Fourteenth Congress and at the Congress itself, you were 
to achieve unity in the actions of the entire Central Committee. 


Zinoviev *. (* The uncorrected transcript contains the note of the 
stenographer: "Speech is almost inaudible.") As for Comrade 
Molotov's last words about the need for more united joint work, 
everyone understands that this depends on the majority of the 
Politburo. We agree to this. About the III Congress; here the III 
Congress is remembered. If the comrades wish, you can install the 
picture with documents in hand. At our conferences with Comrade 
Lenin, they spoke of the "factions", of course, only in jest. 


Trotsky. Right*. (* In the transcript with the author's revision, L.D. 
Trotsky’s remark was inscribed by G.E. Zinoviev.) 


Zinoviev. Then, when some of the Germans, led by Comrade. 
Thalheimer, talked about the "electrification of minds", it goes 
without saying that Bukharin and I were against this. They argued 
about the tactics of "open writing,” a line that had just been outlined 
at that time. I did have some erroneous doubts about the open 
letters. They argued about the March uprising. Argued over Levy, 
who was expelled by the left 43. They argued about Clara Zetkin, 
who left the Central Committee with Levy. And, in the end, at the 
congress, they spoke with a general opinion. [This may, of course, 
be related to the part that was agreed upon and which allowed our 
common decision.] 


All this was under Lenin. And he knew how to get his comrades to 
convince. He did not create a "theory" of compromising comrades 
who were mistaken in anything (even when there really was a 
mistake). And he knew how to admit his own mistakes: an example 
is the Levy case, about which we also argued with V.I. during the ITI 
Congress. 


Comrade Stalin raised here the question of [the controversy over] 
our October mistake. He knows perfectly well what he is doing. It is 
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absolutely true that Vladimir Ilyich proposed very sharp measures 
against me, Rykov, Kamenev, and others. 


Stalin. As regards Rykov [and others], he did not propose an 
exception. There is nothing to entangle Rykov here. This was before 
the uprising. 


Zinoviev. [I admit it. Quite right.] Rykov and I then made the same 
mistake. Everyone knows that. I talked about this in print in detail 
in my article "Bolshevism or Trotskyism" 44 and in a number of 
other, earlier speeches. I believe that if our differences continued 
along this line, we, of course, could not be in the same party. But 
they did not last, they were episodic, for a couple of weeks. And 
Vladimir Ilyich then in a very short time [spoke to me, he] stated 
that the discrepancy was episodic. He called me and asked: do you 
see that you were wrong? I see! - The end? The end! Here's how it 
went. As you know, Vladimir Ilyich wrote in the press two years 
later that one should not return to this mistake, for it was corrected. 


On Lenin's initiative, a couple of weeks after October 25, 1917, I was 
appointed to the post of chairman of the St. Petersburg Council of 
45 - the post from which you are removing me today. 


On Lenin's initiative, I was elected chairman of the Comintern. For 
6 years after this mistake of mine, as well as for 14 years before that, 
we worked with V.I. hand in hand without a single discrepancy. 
That is why Lenin wrote that there is no need to return to this 
mistake. 


Trotsky. He said something else, he said that there was no need to 
remind of Trotsky's past Bolshevism. 


Zinoviev. Right. In addition, in his will, he said that it was necessary 
to consider measures to replace comrade Stalin in the post of general 
secretary, and he motivated not only by the rudeness of comrade 
Stalin, but by the fact that he (Stalin) would not always be able to 
correctly use the enormous power concentrated in the hands of the 
secretary general 46. But it is absolutely true that I and others 
thought about Comrade Stalin that this was not so. And at the 


344 


Thirteenth Congress, in comradely conversations and in 
delegations, we fought against this opinion. It is very possible that 
we made a mistake exactly where it was necessary to do otherwise. 


Molotov. There was no one to fight, by the way. 


Zinoviev. So, if you remember what Vladimir Ilyich proposed 
against us, then we must admit that he refused this, and after a short 
time, when the mistake was acknowledged by us (which was started 
by me dozens of times in the press), Vladimir Ilyich considered this 
mistake exhausted and took the initiative to place us in the most 
responsible positions. Meanwhile, as his proposed decision 
regarding the removal of Comrade. He never took Stalin back. 
[Anyway, it exists. If we talk about this story, then we must 
remember this too.] 


Finally, about the history of our quarrels. Comrade Stalin said that 
our disagreements began with the question of Trotsky. There is very 
great interest in this in the party, and I would like to say what the 
reasons really were and what the dimensions of this disagreement 
were. In January 1925, before the decision was made regarding 
Comrade Trotsky, 47The preliminary meeting of the Central 
Committee members-Leninists adopted a decision that is well 
known to the participants in this preliminary meeting. The decision 
was made as a result of an exchange of opinions: comrade. Trotsky 
should not be removed from the Politburo at once; the congress 
should be committed to this, as Stalin said. It was decided not to 
elect Trotsky to the Central Committee in the future, i.e., XIV 
Congress. Moreover, I and others, we demanded immediate 
removal from the Politburo, because we believed that having told 
the country and the party what we said about Trotsky, he should 
not be left in the Politburo. The decision not to elect Trotsky to the 
Central Committee was taken by a majority, with two abstaining, all 
the rest were in favor (45 people). It was decided at the congress 
itself to lead the matter towards the non-election of Trotsky to the 
Central Committee. It was in January 1925, but not only that, a 
couple of days before the opening of the XIV Congress at private 
meetings, about which they spoke at the congress itself, when 
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certain attempts were made to dissuade us from openly speaking at 
the 14 at least to the removal of Trotsky from the Politburo. Comrade 
Stalin two days before the opening of the XIV Congress. So, we had 
common mistakes here. Of course, there was particular fervor 
especially on my part, which I admit. I thought that since we said 
that Comrade Trotsky could lead the party away from Bolshevism 
— and we thought it necessary to say this to the whole country and 
the party — then we should not leave the Politburo. But in order for 
our genuine differences with Stalin and others to be precisely on this 
point, the one who knows our relationship will confirm that this is 
not so.48 - Stalin says. But he knows that we are together with him, 
i.e., Comrade Stalin, they took a secret decision-instruction that if 
some part of the provincial committees spoke in favor of harsher 
measures against Trotsky, it would be good. 


Trotsky. Kremnitsky demanded an expulsion from Chita. 
Kosior. There was another one. 


Trotsky. Was Kubyak the same? * (* In the copyright transcript, the 
text of the remark was probably included by the editor.) 


Kosior. Kubyak was. 
Zinoviev. So that's how it was. 


A few more words about the Comintern. It said that "my agents,” as 
comrade. Stalin, they were doing some unacceptable work, and he, 
Stalin, acted gently towards them. I declare that this is a completely 
incorrect statement. If there are any "agents" who have done any 
work, you need to find them and draw all the conclusions. As for 
Comrade. Guralsky, then in the special commission, which was 
appointed not by me, but by the majority, it was not established in 
a single word that these were my “agents”. In general, they only 
established that Comrade. this one strove to prevent foreign parties 
from passing resolutions in the West, which the Central Committee 
also recognized, as necessary. Therefore, it seems to me that this 
very statement of Stalin confirms only what I said about "working" 
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against me in the Comintern, and clearly shows the situation in 
which work in the Comintern has to be conducted. 


Why, says Stalin, was it so "easy" to achieve "success" in St. 
Petersburg? Because the speech of the majority of the Central 
Committee coincided with an impulse towards democracy. Is this 
“impulse” really only in Leningrad, and in Moscow, for example, 
not? Comrade Zhukov is now the only real Leningrader here, 
because we [are fake]"Former" Leningraders since we live here 
under the command of Comrade. Uglanova. What does Zhukov 
say? Zhukov says that the “scrapping” of the Leningrad 
organization was a difficult thing, of course. If you like the "raid" 
more than the defeat, I can agree with this. When Stalin says 
“okolotokh”, then everything would be fine if there were 10, 100, 
500, 1000 of these “okolotokh” people. And you have a lot of "near" 
ones. How so? 7000 filmed! All bureaus of collectives in an 
organization of 90 thousand people were dismantled. 


Molotov. The vast majority of them refused, as is well known. 


Zinoviev. So, there are too many of these "okolotokh". And if you 
find the "push for democracy" to be a good thing, can't you say the 
same to other organizations? You are referring to the letter from the 
Central Committee, to the appeal before the party congress about 
the need for democracy. I was also for this letter. But if, two weeks 
after this letter, the Leningrad organization is taken away from the 
Leningrad organization for expressing a different opinion and they 
are looting or "scamming" it, [if you will], then it is clear that the 
effect of this letter [on which it was expected, it] is destroyed, [or at 
least eliminated] is neutralized. 


Now there is no joke around [this] question of democracy in the 
party. It is necessary to understand that something really needs to 
be done in this respect. That it is really necessary [to introduce new 
content] to bring democracy to the party, to stop clamping down. In 
1926, when both along the Soviet and professional lines we are 
pursuing democracy, expanding the rights of peasants, etc., it is 
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necessary to do this also in relation to the [Leningrad organization] 
of the party. 


As for the statement about the need for collective work, I fully 
subscribe to this. But I repeat that this matter depends on the 
majority of the Politburo, on the majority of the Central Committee. 
Each of us will work wherever the Central Committee puts him. 
Each of us uses to defend his views within the Party everything that 
is permitted to him by the Rules of our Party, decisions of Party 
congresses and decisions of the last congress. 


Kamenev. Here Comrade. Trotsky made a speech about how good 
it would be to develop a collective opinion in the Politburo. I think 
that each of us will join this opinion that it would really be good to 
develop a collective opinion at the Politburo. But I ask why Stalin 
now, when working out a collective opinion, found it possible to 
recall that Ilyich proposed to exclude such and such persons? Why 
did he do it? 


Stalin. Because you began to remember the old. 


Kamenev. We said that after the Third Congress Ilyich did not 
propose to expel anyone. This was actually the case. You are now 
proposing something quite different; you are proposing a method 
from which we deliberately refrained at the Congress. When I said 
at the congress the phrase that Stalin could not unite the Bolshevik 
headquarters around his name, and when the congress loudly 
protested against this and gave Stalin an ovation, I could cut this 
ovation if I said that I was only repeating Ilyich’s words and nothing 
else. 


Stalin. Why didn't you say? 


Kamenev. Because I don't want to resort to such methods. I think 
about the interests of the party. Comrade Stalin proposes, considers 
it necessary to repeat in the transcript that Ilyich proposed to expel 
us. He does this to put pressure on the consciousness of the party. I 
am ready to remember everything, because you remember what has 
long been covered by Vladimir Ilyich himself. This proposal was 
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made before the October uprising, and during the uprising no one 
other than Ilyich appointed me Chairman of the Second Congress of 
Soviets, which was conducting the uprising. And then he himself, 
despite the fact that I was in prison at that time in Finland 49, was 
not at the 7th Party Congress 50and was not introduced to the 
Central Committee, he himself introduced me to the Central 
Committee, and during all subsequent elections to the Central 
Committee and the Bureau of the Bureau, he himself always 
exhibited me and opposed everyone who, referring to old mistakes, 
tried to oppose me. Finally, before his death, Vladimir Ilyich himself 
entrusted me with editing his works and his archive 51. I value this 
as the highest confidence of my great teacher, and I see in this that 
Ilyich believed that I made up for my mistakes with my work. This 
consciousness cannot be wrested from me by any attacks of Stalin. 


What are the conclusions from this? Ilyich never created or set the 
task of discrediting this or that worker. He was ready to destroy this 
or that worker politically at the moment, but no one would ever say 
this about Ilyich so that Ilyich would ever set the task of discrediting 
certain groups of workers and go systematically towards this goal. 
Our disagreements did not come from Trotsky, but from the speech 
of Comrade. Stalin in the newspaper Pravda against me and 
Zinoviev in August 1924 52, and did it not meet with resistance from 
those who stood close to the leadership, and was it not the beginning 
of work on the deliberately set task of discrediting a number of 
comrades, and then was this task not carried out for a year and a 
half with great efforts? It was all like that. After this, it cannot be said 
that we were moving towards disagreements on the question of 
Trotsky. The case began when Stalin published [that Kamenev was 
not engaged in theoretical work, and Zinoviev wanted the 
dictatorship of the party.] In the newspapers a direct attack on 
Zinoviev and Kamenev, regardless of any disagreements with 
Trotsky. All this was a definite political goal, which was brought to 
the end and with great success at the congress. 


On the question of behavior in connection with Trotsky, a lot of 
wrong has also been said. When it was necessary to draw 
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conclusions from the discussion, did you say: no; we are resolutely 
against any organizational conclusions. No, then you said that we 
would not elect Trotsky to the Central Committee at the next 
congress. And we said ... *. (* The uncorrected transcript contains a 
note from the stenographer: "Voroshilov says something, but you 
can't hear it.") Everyone here wants to rehabilitate himself *. (* The 
uncorrected transcript contains the note of the stenographer: "Rykov 
- not heard.") You and Bukharin were against it. It should be noted 
that Rykov abstained on this question. 


I'm asking about the political meaning of this. Was it really so that 
the whole history of the XIV Congress can be explained by this? 


Voroshilov. Who are you counting on? On people who have not 
been for a year and a half at those squabbles and fights that we had? 
Those who were, openly laugh in your eyes. Do you think these are 
naive people? In vain. 


Kamenev. I hope Comrade Voroshilov, what can you tell us how it 
all happened. But it was so, in my opinion, that you all said and 
declared that you would be against Trotsky being a member of the 
Central Committee, while we said that until the Congress, Trotsky 
could not be a member of the Politburo. We immediately removed 
him from the post of Chairman of the Revolutionary Military 
Council 53. [You] We were then engaged in polemics with Trotsky 
not along the Soviet line, but along the party line, and you drew 
conclusions from the party dispute along the Soviet line, towards his 
removal from the Soviet post. We thought it was wrong. Maybe we 
were wrong. [I said that] We underestimated the mood of the party, 
but it is downright untrue to portray the matter in such a way that 
some wanted to keep Trotsky and others did not. There was nothing 
of the kind. 


Molotov. [It was] It has been proven time and again that this will 
affect the entire party regime. 


Kamenev. I saw how this affected the party regime and how it was 
reflected in Leningrad. So, in the event of disagreements, Trotsky 
was not at all the point. You know this very well 
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Stalin. [Maybe in the "cave is it?] Maybe you will remember 
"Cave?" 54 


Kamenev. I have not been in the cave and I cannot say anything 
about it. Our first disagreement did not begin with Trotsky. You 
came up with an article against me and Zinoviev because of 
Trotsky? 


Stalin. No. 


Kamenev. That's it. Therefore, I think that we can now follow two 
paths, we can proceed to further complicate the internal party 
situation, and I admit that on this path logic is on Voroshilov's side. 
Voroshilov is the most logical person among us, and at the same 
time he embraces all the problems. He says: there was a discussion, 
organizational conclusions must be made, everyone must be 
removed. Right. But it seems to me that you yourself cannot do this 
and do not want to do this, since you are leaving Zinoviev in the 
Comintern. Then do not complicate matters and do not refer to 
democracy when you decide to remove Zinoviev from his post. The 
Leningrad organization, of course, will willingly obey the Central 
Committee if the Central Committee says that it is not necessary to 
do this now out of the interests of the party, out of the interests of 
unity, out of the interests of eliminating squabbles. What do you 
think you can't get through? You yourself do not believe this. 


Stalin *. (* In the transcript with the author's revision, the text of 
Stalin's speech was subjected to significant semantic and stylistic 
revisions and, as such, was published in the verbatim report. An 
uncorrected copy of the transcript of his speech, see Appendix 4.) I 
will start with where I ended. Kamenev. If the Central Committee 
had been convinced that Comrade Zinoviev was ready to lay down 
arms, ready to submit to the Party, the question would not have 
taken on such an acute form. The fact of the matter is that we have 
no confidence in this, there are no grounds for this confidence. On 
the contrary, everyone sees that you are holding a stone in your 
bosom and accumulating live ammunition in order to then shoot at 
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the party, and some of you say that "in two months everything will 
change", others say that "we will see." 


Voroshilov. 14 1 / 2- way exit. 


Stalin. And still others are trying to restore the double-center in the 
party before our very eyes. You yourself are to blame for the fact 
that the Party does not have the same trust in you. 


For the first time I hear that Lenin entrusted Comrade Kamenev 
with the publication of his works without the knowledge and 
consent of the Party, as Kamenev assures us of this. This is the first 
time I hear that Lenin "appointed" Zinoviev as chairman of the 
Leningrad Soviet without the consent of the party. Don't you think 
that Lenin handed out life positions? Don't you think that Lenin did 
not take into account the opinion of the Party? 


About the mistakes of Kamenev and Zinoviev in October, Kamenev 
is offended that I remembered these mistakes. I remembered them 
because Kamenev had_ incorrectly characterized Lenin's 
organizational method. 


Kamenev. Why didn't they talk about it for 8 years? 
Stalin. Because there was no need for it, and now it has appeared. 
Kamenev. Did you remember this at the IIT Congress? 


Stalin. Now not the third congress. I take facts. And the facts show 
that Lenin demanded the expulsion of Kamenev and Zinoviev. Why 
is it possible to speak about Bukharin's mistake during the Brest 
period everywhere and everywhere, but it is impossible to talk 
about the mistakes of Kamenev and Zinoviev in the Party? Where 
does this privilege come from? Do we have the right to falsify the 
history of the party? Of course, we don't. But does it not follow from 
this that we must teach the Party, in no case hiding from the Party 
the mistakes of these or those leaders? So, what's the deal? 


They remembered about Lenin's letter. So, let's remember. 


It is known to the Thirteenth Congress 55. What does it say? 
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About Bolshevism and Trotsky's mistakes. 
Voroshilov. Which were no coincidence. 


Stalin. About the mistakes of Bukharin and Pyatakov, about the 
mistakes of Zinoviev and Kamenev in October, which are also called 
not accidental, and then, about Stalin's rudeness, and it is 
recommended, if possible, to find another secretary, since rudeness 
is not a good quality. Iam the only one there whose mistakes are not 
mentioned in the letter by a single word. This is the content of the 
letter. And that I am not a soft and rude person, you all know that. 
Twice I asked the Central Committee plenum to release me from the 
duties of Secretary of the Central Committee but each time turned 
down the request 56. It is not my fault here if the Central Committee 
does not find it necessary to replace me with someone else. What 
can be added to these facts by com. Zinoviev and Kamenev? 


On the theory of compromise. There is no theory of compromise and 
has never happened in our party. Trotsky and Kamenev are wrong 
in speaking of such a theory. Compromising certain leaders is not a 
theory, but an inevitable result of the internal party struggle. When 
the opposition is waging a struggle against the Central Committee, 
this cannot but result in a certain compromise of the Central 
Committee. And vice versa, when the Central Committee is fighting 
the opposition, this also cannot fail to result in a certain compromise 
of the leaders of the opposition. Most of all, those who are defeated 
as a result of the internal party struggle are compromised. This is 
the law of struggle to which we are all subject. Think back to the 
recent past. Is the theory of the "degeneration" of the leaders of our 
party a compromise of the Central Committee or not? Who was the 
first to raise the question of the degeneration of the leaders of our 
Party? Comrade Trotsky. Who was the first to talk about this? 
Comrade Trotsky. 


Trotsky. You read, Comrade Stalin, what I actually wrote, you 
distorted me so much that you yourself have already believed it. 
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Stalin. How can I distort when everyone read your article in Pravda 
in 1923 about the rebirth of our leaders, which draws an analogy 
with the German opportunists 57? 


Trotsky. This letter was specially printed to be used as a pretext for 
an attack against me. After all, the letter was sent to the editorial 
office of Pravda, why did no one ask me if it was possible to 
understand my words this way? Why wasn't I called and asked? 


Stalin. I do not accuse you; I only note the fact that the first serious 
step in our Party on the question of compromising the Central 
Committee was taken by none other than Comrade Trotsky. 


Trotsky. This is not so, because at that time there was already a 
"troika" 58 and the theory of Trotsky's depopulation in the country. 
Comrade Rykov told his friends and acquaintances about this, told 
that now it was necessary to depopulate Trotsky. I'm telling the 
truth, comrade. Rykov? 


Rykov. I do not remember. 


Stalin. I ask, comrade. Trotsky don't get excited; I'm only talking 
about facts. We read your article. You say that you sent the article to 
Pravda, but at the same time you sent it to the districts. After all, you 
wrote it, and not someone else. The workers knew about this, and 
the Central Committee could not put itself in an awkward position 
by not publishing an article so that you could not later say that your 
mouth was closed. And then you sent an article to Pravda, 
demanding that it be published. How could you not print it under 
such conditions? And all this is explained by the fact that Trotsky 
was then waging a struggle against the Central Committee. The 
article on degeneration was a weapon in the struggle against the 
Central Committee. But from this article came a certain compromise 
of the Central Committee on the part of Trotsky. This is the law of 
the internal party struggle. 


I'm not even talking about Zinoviev and Kamenev, who later took 
up the theory of the Central Committee's degeneration and 
supplemented it with the Leningrad theory of Thermidor, 59 which 
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could not but lead to a certain compromise of the Central 
Committee. 


These are the facts. 


Therefore, the attempts of some comrades to portray themselves as 
clean are in vain. You can't get away from facts. 


Comrade Zinoviev spoke here about the appeal of the plenum of the 
Central Committee before the XIV Congress about internal party 
democracy as a trifling piece of paper. How to combine such a trick 
with Zinoviev's "democracy"? If the plenum of the Central 
Committee addresses all organizations before the congress with a 
demand that internal party democracy be carried out, and if this 
appeal meets with general sympathy in the party, then how can such 
a party document be called an empty piece of paper? What exactly 
do the comrades want, and what kind of democracy are they trying 
to achieve? If they want complete democracy, then there is hardly 
any need to prove that complete democracy is impossible under a 
dictatorship. If they want to turn the party into a discussion club, 
then we cannot agree to this, for our party is a militant party of the 
revolutionary struggle and socialist construction, and not a circle of 
discussionists. If they talk about bureaucratic vestiges or 
outgrowths in the party, then they are and will still be, for the party 
is often infected by the state apparatus by narrowly administrative 
methods. This must be fought, and we will fight tirelessly by 
expanding and introducing intra-party democracy. But it must be 
remembered that this expansion cannot be unlimited, that it will and 
must have a certain framework necessary to ensure the unity of the 
Party and its proletarian discipline. Without this, the existence of a 
centralized party is unthinkable. 


Voice. Democracy is transitional, there are several stages. 


Stalin. As for the present regime, what exactly does Comrade 
Trotsky demand? For everyone to perform as they please. 


Voice. No. 
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Stalin. To give everyone the right to speak and defend their point of 
view at any time? 


Voice. No. 


Stalin. After all, we do not even know the position of Comrade. 
Trotsky, what does he stand for, for the decisions of the XIV 
Congress or against them? 


Trotsky *. (* In the transcript with the copyright correction, the text 
of Leonid Trotsky's speech is given in two copies (the first version is 
copyrighted, the second is a reprint, in which new revision).) I'll give 
you an example, if I may interrupt, to clarify what kind of 
democracy we are talking about. At one working cell in Moscow, 
the secretary of the cell said something like that Trotsky sells his 
articles and signatures to the bourgeoisie, reads reports for money, 
though, they say, he has a big family, he doesn't read to the workers, 
makes money, takes 60 percent in his favor., secondly, says the same 
secretary, Jews are raging in the Politburo ... And now a group of 
Bolshevik workers of this cell consulted on how to submit an 
application on this matter, but, on reflection, was afraid, decided 
that it was impossible to submit, - we, they say they are family 
people, they will throw us out into the street. This fact means 
something. I spoke about this with Bukharin at the Politburo: what 
to do? Maybe this is an exaggeration? I myself am ready to believe 
that this is an exaggeration, and suggested Bukharin to go with me 
to the cell, to conduct an investigation. But the question is: is it 
possible that the party worker is afraid to inform the party about 
how the secretary of his cell launches propaganda about the sale of 
the signature of the bourgeoisie and about the Jewish dominance? I 
asked Comrade Bukharin and myself: how is this possible? 
Unfortunately, we all have to tell ourselves that this is possible. The 
Bolshevik workers tried to file a complaint about the secretary's 
Black Hundred agitation - they tried, but they got scared. Such a fact 
was previously impossible, but now it has become possible. Another 
fact: the Komsomol member wrote a letter on this topic and walks 
with his head down, believing that he could be thrown out of the 
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party for this. This is a fact, comrades, and party democracy is a 
regime in which such facts are impossible. 


Uglanov. Is it really impossible to inform the Party committee of 
this, whatever it is, Comrade Trotsky? 


Trotsky. Yes, this is not the point, but the fact that the party workers 
are afraid that they will be kicked out of the factory. 


Uglanov. Do you really think that there is no anti-Semitism in 
collectives? 


Trotsky. You do not understand me: not manifestations of anti- 
Semitism are terrible, but that a Bolshevik may be afraid to tell his 
PC about them. 


Stalin. It is possible that there were such cases. These are exceptions. 
[There is not only anti-Semitism, but they will also say that the 
Politburo sells signatures to the bourgeoisie.] I will not say that such 
things cannot occur in the party. 


Molotov. We have the means to fight this. 


Stalin. Yes, such cases [exist, we must fight] are possible. The 
proletariat [not so cultured] is not cultured enough, we attract 
people to the party indiscriminately, and there can always be people 
who can do such an outrage *. (* There is a note from the 
stenographer: “Inaudible.”) [I must say, since we are in power, since 
we are ruling the country, since our responsible workers from day 
to day ... (inaudible), since we will always have the strongest 
vestiges of bureaucracy within the party and a strong need to fight, 
but we cannot turn the party into a discussion club, we are 
surrounded by enemies and we cannot completely dissolve the 
reins, we cannot go for it. As for the party democracy within the 
limits, the frameworks outlined by the party and against those 
decisions - no one objects, I do not know a single person who would 
consider it impossible to do so within the framework outlined by the 
Central Committee at the XIV Congress. It's a difficult matter, we 
can't get over it right away.] This must be checked. For such cases, 
there is a purge, CKK. 
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Now about the collegial work of the Politburo. Collegial work is a 
good thing if it is done. [There are party decisions, they must be 
carried out. There are decisions in the Politburo, there is a struggle 
over the decisions of the Politburo, after these decisions have been 
made. There are also attempts to bombard these decisions, to 
discredit them. Tell me: there are no such facts.] But how to carry 
out collegial work? It can only be carried out on the basis of 
decisions of the party and its organs. Willingness to comply with 
party decisions is the basis of collegial work. But if party decisions 
are under fire, how can collegiality be established? Here is at least 
today's fact. Why was transcribing required today? For collegiality? 


Kamenev *. (* In the transcript with the author's revision, the replica 
was originally attributed to L.D. Trotsky, the correction was 
introduced by IV. Stalin.) The questions that you raise, these 
questions are transcribed. Stenography was introduced when you 
wanted to remove me from the service station. 


Stalin. Not I, but the Central Committee removed you 61. 
Transcription is carried out in two years, the Politburo 62, [with a 
special approach, which aims to accumulate the material against the 
CC, it is felt. Here it is difficult to collectively lead so that the 
minority obey the majority, when this subordination is not there, 
and there is no unconditional implementation, there are attempts to 
accumulate material in order to sharpen it on the basis of the 
material. Who is fired upon? Nobody. Democracy is very difficult 
here] The stenography is carried out at someone's request. Today 
you demanded stenography not for collegiality, but for struggle. 
This is how the question of collegial work in the Politburo stands. 
The Politburo is not to blame if you seek and create material for the 
struggle. 


Rykov. The proposal of the Leningrad Provincial Committee on the 
candidacy of Comrade Komarov for the chairperson of the 
Leningrad Council is being voted on. A proposal has been made - 
not to object to the proposal of the Leningrad Provincial Committee. 
Who is behind this proposal? 
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Kamenev. I ask you to raise the question that the letters, those 
supposedly "seven" letters from Comrade Lenin, about which 
Comrade. Stalin, about our expulsion were transferred to the Lenin 
Institute for publication in the corresponding volume of Lenin's 
works. 


Stalin. [Available] Only one letter has survived, the rest [I tore up], 
unfortunately, destroyed. 


Rykov. Comrade Tovstukha says that there is one letter that is in the 
Lenin Institute. 


Kamenev. Then I ask you to order that it be published in the 
corresponding volume of Lenin's works. 


Stalin. [I believe that there is no need for publication.] I did not 
demand it and do not demand it. 


Voice. Before deciding, you need to familiarize yourself with the 
content. 


Rykov. You need to read it. 
Kamenev. I don't mind if anyone knows you can read it. 
Attachment 1 


Extract from minutes No. 16 of the Politburo meeting dated March 
18, 1926. 


Listened: 
p. 11. About the Chairman of the Leningrad Council. 
Resolved: 


p. 11. Do not object to the decision of the plenum of the Leningrad 
Gubernia Committee to replace Comrade Zinovyeva comrade 
Komarov as chairman of the Leningrad Council *. (* The original 
protocol contains a stylistic correction of the Politburo decision 
made by I.V. Stalin. (RGASPI. F. 17. Op. 163. D. 553. L. 19.)) 
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1 The meeting was attended by: members of the Politburo - K.E. 
Voroshilov, G.E. Zinoviev, M.I. Kalinin, V.M. Molotov, A.I. Rykov, 
IV. Stalin, L.D. Trotsky; candidate members of the Politburo - F.E. 
Dzerzhinsky, L.B. Kamenev, Ya.E. Rudzutak, N.A. Uglanov; 
members of the Central Committee of the CPSU (b) - A.A. Andreev, 
A.I. Dogadov, G.E. Evdokimov, LP. Zhukov, IA. Zelensky, E.I. 
Quiring, S.V. Kosior, S.S. Lobov, A.I. Mikoyan, V.M. Mikhailov, LI. 
Skvortsov-Stepanov, G.V. Chicherin, M.S. Miracles; candidate 
members of the Central Committee of the CPSU (b) —KV. Gay, LS. 
Unshlikht; members of the Presidium of the Central Control 
Commission of the CPSU (b) - S.I. Gusev, V.V. Kuibyshev, A.A. 
Solts, S.E. Chutskaev, M.F. Shkiryatov, N.M. Yanson, E.M. 
Yaroslavsky. 


2 We are talking about the resolution of the plenum of the Leningrad 
Provincial Committee of February 22, 1926 "On the composition of 
the Leningrad Provincial Executive Committee, its Presidium and 
the Presidium of the Leningrad Soviet." (RGASPI. F. 17.Op. 21. D. 
2672. L. 14.) 


3 We are talking about the VI expanded plenum of the ECCI, which 
was held from February 17 to March 15, 1926 in Moscow. 


4 March 3, 1926 the Bureau of the delegation of the CPSU (b) at the 
plenum of the ECCI considered the statement of G.E. Zinoviev on 
his resignation from the post of Chairman of the ECCI in connection 
with the campaign to discredit him, which is being conducted in the 
press. Rejecting the resignation, the delegation made a number of 
concessions to Zinoviev's demands. Then, at the suggestion of IV. 
Stalin, it was decided that it was "undesirable to postpone the 
Russian discussion in the KI section." (RGASPI. F. 508.Op. 1. D. 11.L. 
1-2.) 


5 XIV Congress of the CPSU (b) was held in Moscow on December 
18-31, 1925. The congress condemned the so-called "new 
opposition", headed by members of the Politburo G. Ye. Zinoviev 


and L.B. Kamenev, which finally took shape on the eve of the 
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congress. Zinoviev, being a member of the Politburo and chairman 
of the ECCI, acted as a co-rapporteur for the opposition. 


We are talking about the decision of the XXIIT emergency provincial 
conference of the CPSU (b), held on February 10-12, 1926, at which 
a new composition of the Leningrad Provincial Committee was 
elected. 


7 Ya.V. Sharov was the chairman of the board of the Leningrad 
Textile Trust. 


8 G.E. Evdokimov means International Women's Day on March 8. 


9 G.E. Evdokimov is referring to the XXIII emergency provincial 
conference. F.E. Dzerzhinsky. The conference announced its 
adherence to the decisions of the XIV Congress of the All-Union 
Communist Party (Bolsheviks) and condemned the opposition line 
in political and organizational matters. The conference stated that 
the Central Committee of the All-Union Communist Party 
(Bolsheviks) "resorted to the most correct way to eliminate 
factionalism by appealing to the broad masses of the party 
organization of Leningrad." (Verbatim report of the XXIII 
emergency conference of the Leningrad organization of the CPSU 
(b). L., 1926. S. 108.) 


10 See appendix 1. 


11 On January 14, 1926, the Politburo adopted the following 
resolution: "To grant comrade Evdokimov leave for treatment in 
Sestroretsk for two weeks, after which comrade Evdokimov must 
come to Moscow to work in the Secretariat of the Central 
Committee." (RGASPL F. 17. Op. 3. D. 539. L. 7.) February 6, 1926 at 
the request of G.E. Evdokimov, the Politburo of the Central 
Committee extended his leave until February 20 according to the 
doctors’ conclusion (Ibid. D. 546. L. 9), and a month later, on March 
9, 1926, it was decided “to grant comrade Evdokimov leave for 
treatment for a period of time, by definition doctors ". (Ibid. D. 550. 
L. 9.) 


361 


12 On January 4, 1926, the Leningrad Gubernia Committee adopted 
a resolution on the deployment in Leningrad of a campaign to 
explain the results of the XIV Congress. On the same day, the 
Politburo sent a special group to Leningrad to report on the work of 
the congress: M.I. Kalinin, M.P. Tomsky, V.M. Molotov, A.A. 
Andreev, G.I. Petrovsky, S.M. Kirov, K.E. Voroshilov, Ya.E. 
Rudzutak and V.V. Schmidt. (RGASPI. F. 17.Op. 3. D.537.L. 6.) 


13 January 1, 1926 at the plenum of the Central Committee of the 
CPSU (b) G.E. Evdokimov was introduced to the Secretariat of the 
Central Committee. 


14 The autumn internal party discussion began with a letter from 
L.D. Trotsky of October 8, 1923, which was followed by a statement 
signed by 46 communists in solidarity with him, pointing out the 
crisis in the economy and party life. The results of the discussion 
were summed up by the 13th All-Union Party Conference, which 
took place on January 16-18, 1924. It adopted a detailed resolution 
in which it condemned the opposition as a petty-bourgeois 
deviation. (For more details see: RCP (b): Internal Party Struggle in 
the Twenties: Doc. And Mater. 1923, M., 2004.) 


15 Priboy is a Leningrad publishing house founded in 1922 and 
producing socio-political, economic, popular science and fiction 
literature. In 1927 the publishing house was merged with Gosizdat. 


16 A.I. Rykov at the 7th Congress in 1918 and the 8th Congress of 
the RCP (b) in 1919 was not elected to the Central Committee of the 
RCP (b). 


17 A.A. Peterson was a member of the Central Control Commission 
until the 15th Congress of the CPSU (b). In December 1927, at the 
15th Congress of the All-Union Communist Party (Bolsheviks), she 
was expelled from the party as "an active leader of the Trotskyist 
opposition." 


The 18th ITI Congress of the Comintern was held in Moscow from 
June 22 to July 12, 1921; during its work, heated discussions were 
caused by the assessment of ultra-left currents in the German and 
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Italian Communist Parties, who denied the rollback of the 
revolutionary wave and the need to conquer the mass base. 
Members of the delegation of the RCP (b) at the congress made 
various assessments of the theory of the "revolutionary offensive" 
and the prospects for the work of communists among the masses. A 
position close to ultra-left currents was taken by G.E. Zinoviev, N.I. 
Bukharin and partly K.B. Radek. IN AND. Lenin in alliance with 
L.D. Trotsky managed to approve his own vision of the tactics of the 
Comintern, which was reflected in the resolutions of his Third 
Congress. 


19 April 9, 1926 at a meeting of the plenum of the Central Committee 
of the CPSU (b) during the discussion of the issue "On the plan of 
work of the Politburo and the plenum of the Central Committee for 
1926" V.M. Molotov raised the issue of the work of the Secretariat of 
the Central Committee, noting in his speech: “In the Secretariat of 
the Central Committee, we have a strong shortage of people. 
Comrade Uglanov is busy with Moscow work, comrade Evdokimov 
was ill for several months after the congress. At present, Comrade 
Evdokimov is undergoing treatment and will probably have to 
undergo treatment, as the doctors admit, for another two months, 
and perhaps more. In view of this, I think that it would be expedient 
to raise now the question of replacing Comrade Evdokimov in the 
Secretariat. " By the decision of the plenum of the Central Committee 
on April 9, 1926 G.E. Evdokimov was relieved of his post as 
secretary of the Central Committee. (RGASPI. F. 17. Op. 2.D. 220. L. 
145.) 


20 On March 17, 1926, the Secretariat of the Central Control 
Commission of the All-Union Communist Party (Bolsheviks) 
considered the application of A.A. Peterson. The adopted resolution 
stated: “1) Propose to the Leningrad province. KK thoroughly 
investigate the case of Comrade. Peterson and inform the Secretariat 
of the Central Control Commission about the results of the 
investigation. 2) Instruct the Leningrad GKK to establish whether, 
in addition to this, there were other cases that any of the party 
members who were in opposition during the last discussion was put 
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in such a position that he would be left without any work in his 
specialty and qualifications, and was also removed from any party 
work, and if this is established, take the necessary measures, which 
should be reported to the Central Control Commission. 3) Member 
of the Central Control Commission comrade. Send Peterson to the 
Central Control Commission's Party Board as a party investigator. 
4) All correspondence, as requested by Comrade Zinoviev, to send 
to members and candidates of the PB Central Committee and 
members and candidates of the Presidium of the Central Control 
Commission of the All-Union Communist Party of Bolsheviks. 
(RGASPL F. 613. Op. 1. D. 44. L. 192, 193.) See also note 17. 


21 Weare talking about the plenum of the Central Committee of the 
All-Union Communist Party (Bolsheviks), which took place 
immediately after the end of the XIV Congress of the All-Union 
Communist Party (Bolsheviks) on January 1, 1926 and was 
dedicated to the elections of the Politburo, Orgburo, Secretariat of 
the Central Committee and the approval of the delegation to the 
ECCI. During the plenum G.E. Zinoviev made a statement: “In view 
of the situation created by the XIV Congress of the All-Union 
Communist Party (Bolsheviks), I, naturally, can no longer remain 
chairman of the Comintern. I ask the plenum of the Central 
Committee to take note of my statement, and to take the decisions 
that may come out of it. " I.V. Stalin proposed to reject this proposal 
and to approve the old composition of the delegation. After the 
debate, the resignation of G.E. Zinoviev was rejected. (RGASPI. F. 
17. Op. 2. D. 209. Sheet 6 ob.-8.) 


22 In the "Notes on the Revolution" of the former Menshevik N.N. 
Sukhanov, who appeared in the early 1920s, thoughts were 
expressed about the inevitable bourgeois degeneration of the 
Bolshevik Party under the conditions of the New Economic Policy. 
In the course of the discussion in 1925, similar views were attributed 
to G.E. Zinoviev. 


23 See note 18. 
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24We are talking about the statement received on March 11, 1926 by 
L.D. Trotsky in the Politburo and the Presidium of the Central 
Control Commission, which, in particular, said: “I cannot but draw 
the attention of the leading bodies of the party to the duality that 
manifests itself in relation to me on the part of the leading officials 
of the Moscow organization <...> The leaders of the Moscow 
organization erect systematic obstacles on the way to fulfill my party 
duty as an agitator and propagandist ...>". (RGASPI. F. 84. Op. 2. D. 
25. L. 2-7) On March 18, at a meeting of the Politburo, the question 
"Letter from Comrade Trotsky" was considered. The decision on this 
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issue stated: “a) Comrade Uglanov's explanation should be 
recognized as exhaustive; b) The speeches of the members of the 
Central Committee as speakers should take place at general 
meetings by agreement with the MC within the framework of 
decisions of the party and the Comintern. " (Ibid.F. 17.Op. 3. D.552.L. 


4.) 


25The plenum of the Central Committee of the RCP (b), held on 
October 3-10, 1925, on the question of the order of the day, place, 
and date of convocation of the XIV Party Congress, decided to 
instruct the Politburo to address local party organizations on behalf 
of the Central Committee plenum with a letter about the tasks of the 
party in connection with preparations for the party congress and 
holding field conferences. (RGASPI. F. 17. Op. 2. D. 197. L. 160.) On 
October 28, the Politburo approved the text of the appeal of the 
plenum of the Central Committee, which, in particular, said: “<...> 
At the present time, the party is busy preparing for To the XIV 
Congress <...> during this period, the actual implementation of 
internal party democracy should be carried out with the utmost 
rigor and special consistency. This means that the party masses 
should be involved in the most active participation in the discussion 
and resolution of issues at the congress <...> A whole series of 
important questions arose in turn. On all these issues, there is 
something to say to all party members. It is necessary that these 
issues be widely discussed at our meetings without officialdom, 
without bureaucratic replies from criticism, with careful 
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consideration of this criticism <...>”. (Ibid. Op. 3. D. 526. L. 5, 12-18.) 
The appeal was published in Pravda on October 29, 1925. 


26In connection with the current situation in the Leningrad party 
organization, the XIV Congress of the CPSU (b) on December 28, 
1925 adopted an "Appeal to all members of the Leningrad 
organization", in which it called for an end to attempts to 
"undermine the unity” of the party. The congress resolution on 
Leningradskaya Pravda stated: “In view of the fact that 
Leningradskaya Pravda, already after the congress decision, wages 
a systematic struggle against the congress decisions, clearly 
violating general party discipline, and disrupts the party’s 
decisions, the congress instructs the Central Committee to take 
immediate measures to change and improve the composition of the 
editorial board of "Leningradskaya Pravda" (XIV Congress of the 
CPSU (b): Verbatim report. M.; L., 1926. S. 973.) On the same day, 
December 28, an emergency plenum of the Central Committee was 
called, at which it was proposed to replace the editor newspapers 
S.M. Zaks-Gladneva I.I. Skvortsov (editor of Izvestia), During the 
discussion, proposals were made: G.E. Zinoviev - to appeal to the 
congress with a proposal to change his decision regarding the 
newspaper; L. D. Trotsky and H.G. Rakovsky - to apply other 
methods of ensuring loyal attitude on the part of "Leningradskaya 
Pravda" to the decisions of the congress by establishing an 
agreement on this issue with the Leningrad Gubernia Committee, 
but they did not receive a majority. (RGASPI. F. 17. Op. 2. D. 205. L. 
11-13.) 


The 27th V Congress of the Comintern was held in Moscow on June 
17 - July 8, 1924, its main decisions were dictated by G.E. Zinoviev. 


28Levi Paul, German Social Democrat. At the III Congress P. Levy 
was expelled from the Comintern for his criticism of the ultra-left 
course of the KKE in March 1921. Under the influence of K. Zetkin 
V.I. Lenin advocated a softer decision on Levy, but ultimately 
agreed with the supporters of exclusion, stating in his speech at the 
Congress: “If someone, after a struggle in which hundreds of 
thousands participated, opposes this struggle, and acts as Levy, then 
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it must be excluded. This was done. " (Lenin V.I. Complete collection 
of works. T. 44. Moscow, 1970. S. 28-29.) Later, in February 1922, 
Lenin wrote: “I must repent of one mistake that I happened to make 
at the III Congress of the Comintern, too, because of excessive 
caution <...> Out of caution, in the care that this undoubtedly wrong 
deviation towards leftism does not give a false direction to the entire 
tactics of the Comintern, I defended Levy in every possible way, 
suggesting that he had lost his head (I did not deny that he had lost 
his head), perhaps out of excessive fear of the left's mistakes, and 
that there were times when the communists who had lost their 
heads then “found” her again. " (Ibid. Vol. 44, p. 419.) 


24 I.V. Stalin has in mind the meetings of the Central Committee of 
the RSDLP (b) on October 10 (23) and October 16 (29), 1917, which 
adopted a decision on an armed uprising. G.E. Zinoviev and L.B. 
Kamenev in both cases opposed the adopted resolution. On October 
18 (31) in the newspaper Novaya Zhizn, Kamenev, on his own 
behalf and on behalf of Zinoviev, published a note in which he spoke 
out against an armed uprising, thereby revealing a secret solution. 
On the same day V.I. Lenin wrote a "Letter to the members of the 
Bolshevik Party", and on October 19 (November 1) - "Letter to the 
Central Committee of the RSDLP (b)". In his letters, he assessed the 
act as a betrayal of the revolution, called Zinoviev and Kamenev 
strikebreakers and demanded their expulsion from the party. (Lenin 
V.LPoly.sobr.soch.T. 34.M., 1969. S. 419-422, 423-427.) 


30 A.G. Shlyapnikov in 1920-1921 was one of the leaders of the 
"Workers' opposition", which put forward the demand for non- 
interference of the Central Committee of the RCP (b) in the work of 
Soviet and trade union bodies, refusal to appoint workers to 
positions. The X Congress of the RCP (b), held in March 1921, 
criticized the actions of the opposition. On August 9, 1921, the 
plenum of the Central Committee of the RCP (b) with the 
participation of members of the Central Control Commission 
demanded that A.G. Shlyapnikov "radically change ... all his 
political behavior, coordinating it with the line of the Central 
Committee, in whose ranks he is.” But his expulsion from the party 
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did not take place only because one vote was not enough during the 
voting. A.G. Shlyapnikov was expelled from the party only in June 
1933 (Izvestia of the Central Committee of the CPSU. 1989. No. 10. 
S. 60-76.) 


31 This refers to the decision of the plenum of the Central Committee 
of the RCP (b) of May 18, 1921 on the dismissal of M.P. Tomsky from 
the leadership of the IV All-Russian Congress of Trade Unions and 
from further work in the All-Russian Central Council of Trade 
Unions. The reason was the position of Tomsky on the issue of 
relations between trade unions and the party on the eve of the 
congress of trade unions (May 1921). A specially created 
commission of the Central Committee of the RCP (b) on the case of 
the chairman of the All-Russian Central Council of Trade Unions, 
Tomsky, established in his actions at the IV All-Russian Congress of 
Trade Unions a gross violation of party discipline and agreed with 
the decision of the plenum of the Central Committee. By the decision 
of the Politburo of May 31, 1921, Tomsky was sent to Turkestan as 
chairman of the CEC commission for Turkestan affairs. (RGASPL. F. 
17. Op. 3.D. 172. L. 3.) 


32 We are talking about the discussion at the beginning of 1918 
around the conclusion of a separate peace with Germany and its 
allies, which brought the Bolshevik leadership to the brink of split. 
Peace was signed in Brest-Litovsk on March 3, 1918. 


33 See note 12. 


34 After the defeat of the "Leningrad opposition" at the XIV 
Congress of the CPSU (b) G.E. Zinoviev tried through the channels 
of the Comintern to convey to his associates in the foreign 
communist parties the essence of the differences. Zinoviev's 
associates V. Vujovich and A. Guralsky gave instructions to G. 
Gessler, an employee of the Executive Committee of the Comintern, 
who was to go abroad. Although the trip did not take place, this 
intention became known to the delegation of the CPSU (b) in the 
ECCI, which in January 1926 was examining the conflict that had 
arisen. Vujovich and Guralsky received reprimands, the latter, as a 
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member of the CPSU (b), was removed from his job in the 
Comintern. 


35 North-Western Bureau of the Central Committee of the RCP (b) 
(April 1921 - November 1927) - the plenipotentiary representative of 
the Central Committee in the north. Supervised the work of the 
Murmansk, Novgorod, Petrograd (Leningrad), Pskov, Cherepovets, 
and Karelian regional party organizations. 


36 XXII conference of the Leningrad provincial organization of the 
RCP (b) took place on December 1-10, 1925. For details, see the 
verbatim report. (RGASPI. F. 17.Op. 21. D. 2668.) 


37 In March 1921, the German communists attempted to seize power 
in a number of regions of Central Germany, which was brutally 
suppressed by the police and army. During the Third Congress of 
the Comintern, heated discussions were held around the assessment 
of the "March action", but it did not receive consistent 
condemnation. 


The question of the Leningrad party organization at the meetings of 
the Politburo after the XIV Congress of the party was considered on 
January 4, 5, 7, 14, 28, February 4, 1926 (RGASPI. F. 17. Op. 3. D. 537, 
539, 544, 545.) 


39At the beginning of 1925, a book by the American communist and 
journalist Max Eastman was published in the West, who had been 
to Russia many times, knew Russian, was married to a Russian (E.V. 
Krylenko, sister of the RSFSR People's Commissar of Justice N.V. 
Krylenko) and thanks to this, he was able to collect a lot of material 
about the struggle in the country's top political leadership in the last 
months of V.I. Lenin and especially after his death. Eastman met 
with L.D. Trotsky and was his supporter. In the book, Trotsky was 
portrayed as one of the true leaders of the Russian revolution, who 
later became a victim of political intrigue. After the publication of 
M. Eastman's book, Trotsky found himself in a difficult situation - 
to refute or confirm many truthful facts from the book. In turn, LV. 
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40 At a meeting of the Politburo on March 18, 1926, at the initiative 
of L.D. Trotsky discussed the question of Japan and the situation on 
the Sino-Eastern Railway, under his chairmanship a_ special 
commission was created, which on March 25 presented its proposals 
to the Politburo. They described the current stage of the Chinese 
revolution, emphasized that "the leading revolutionary forces of 
China, and even more so the Soviet state, must do everything to 
make it difficult to create a united imperialist front against China." 
In this regard, a number of specific measures were outlined to 
resolve controversial issues in relations between the USSR and 
Japan. (The communist opposition in the USSR 1923-1927. From the 
archives of Leon Trotsky. Compiled by Y. Felshtinsky. T. 1. M., 1990. 
S. 174-181.) 


41 See for more details: Bolshevik leadership. Correspondence. 
1912-1927. M., 1996. S. 314-315, 320-324. 


42 See note 25. 


43 We are talking about the disagreements in the Central Committee 
of the RCP (b) connected with the assessment of the uprising of the 
workers of Central Germany ("March action") organized by the 
German Communist Party in 1921. The leaders of the KKE G. 
Brandler and A. Thalheimer advocated artificially pushing 
revolutionary events, thereby rejecting the tactics of "open letter", 
with which the party at the end of 1920 turned to representatives of 
other currents of the German workers’ movement. One of the 
initiators of this tactic, the Chairman of the KKE, P. Levy, was 
removed from the leadership a few days before the "March action", 
and later expelled from the party and the Comintern. See note 28. 


44 Article G.E. Zinoviev's "Bolshevism or Trotskyism" was 
published in the newspaper Pravda on November 30, 1924. 


45 December 13, 1917 G.E. Zinoviev was elected Chairman of the 
Petrograd Soviet. 
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46 This refers to the "Letter to the Congress" - the notes dictated by 
V.I. Lenin on December 23, 24, 25 and 26 and January 4, 1923 
(Addendum to the letter dated December 24, 1922) (Lenin V.I. -348.) 


47We are talking about the resolution “On the speech of comrade. 
Trotsky ", adopted by the plenum of the Central Committee and the 
Central Control Commission of the RCP (b) on January 17, 1925, 
which, in particular, said:" 1) Make comrade. Trotsky is the most 
categorical warning in the sense that belonging to the Bolshevik 
Party requires real, and not only verbal, subordination to Party 
discipline and complete unconditional rejection of any struggle 
against the ideas of Leninism. 2) In view of the fact that the 
leadership of the army is unthinkable without the full support of 
this leadership by the authority of the entire party; that without such 
support there is a danger of undermining iron discipline in the 
army; that the conference of political workers, on the one hand, and 
the faction of the Revolutionary Military Council of the USSR, on the 
other, have already spoken in favor of the removal of comrade 
Trotsky from military work; in view of the fact, finally, that 
Comrade Trotsky himself, in his statement to the Central Committee 
of 15/1-25, admitted that “the interests of the cause demand the 
earliest release” of comrade Trotsky “from the duties of the Pre- 
Revolutionary Military Council” - to recognize that it is impossible 
for comrade Trotsky to continue working in the Revolutionary 
Military Council of the USSR. 3) The question of the further work of 
Comrade Trotsky in the Central Committee to be postponed until 
the next party congress with a warning that in the event of a new 
attempt on the part of Comrade Trotsky to violate or fail to comply 
with the party decisions of the Central Committee, without waiting 
for the congress, he will be forced to recognize that Comrade 
Trotsky’s further stay in the composition of the Politburo and raise 
a question before the Joint Meeting of the Central Committee and 
the Central Control Commission about his removal from work in the 
Central Committee. "(RGASPI. F. 17. 2. D. 165. L. 57 ob.-58.) Trotsky 
should be postponed in the Central Committee until the next party 
congress with a warning that in the event of a new attempt on the 
part of Comrade Trotsky to violate or fail to comply with party 
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decisions, the Central Committee will be forced, without waiting for 
the congress, to recognize it as impossible for Comrade Trotsky to 
remain in the Politburo and raise the issue before the Joint meeting 
Central Committee and Central Control Commission on his removal 
from work in the Central Committee. " (RGASPI. F. 17. 2. D. 165. L. 
57 ob.-58.) 


43 G.E. Zinoviev has in mind clause 7 of the resolution of the X 
Congress of the RCP (b) "On the unity of the party", which said: in 
case (s) of violation of discipline or revival or admission of 
factionalism, all measures of party penalties up to expulsion from 
the party, and in relation to members of the Central Committee, 
their transfer to candidates and even, as a last resort, expulsion from 
the party ... "(Tenth Congress RCP (b): Verbatim report.M., 1963. S. 
573.) 


44 In March 1918, representatives of the Soviet government on their 
way from England to Russia were arrested in Finland, including L.B. 
Kamenev. At the end of July 1918, Kamenev and several other 
arrested persons were exchanged for Finnish hostages arrested in 
Petrograd (see for more details: AI Rupasov, AN Chistyakov, LB 
Kamenev's Mission to Western Europe. Questions of history. 1998. 
No. 8. P. 125-131). 


50 VII emergency congress of the RCP (b) was held on March 6-8, 
1918 for the final decision of the question of the Brest peace. 


51 Documents confirming this fact were not found. On March 31, 
1923, at the Moscow party conference, a proposal was made to 
establish an institute by V.I. Lenin, whose task was to collect and 
publish all of Lenin's manuscripts. LB was appointed Director of the 
Institute. Kamenev. 


52 Probably L.B. Kamenev is mistaken. The beginning of the conflict 
within the "troika" was laid by the report of I.V. Stalin "On the 
Results of the XIII Congress" on June 17, 1924, in which he accused 
LB Kamenev and G.E. Zinoviev's unwillingness to engage in 
theoretical work and in a number of mistakes in the interpretation 
of Lenin's legacy. The report was published on June 20 in Pravda 
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and provoked a sharp reaction from the "collective leadership". The 
conflict was resolved at the plenum of the Central Committee of the 
CPSU (b) (August 16-20). On August 23, 1924, an unsigned article 
appeared in Pravda "On the question of the dictatorship of the 
proletariat and the dictatorship of the party." 


53 See note 47. 


54We are talking about the so-called. "Cave meeting". G.E. Zinoviev 
and N.I. Bukharin, who were together in July 1923 on vacation in 
Kislovodsk, put forward a joint proposal to reorganize the 
governing bodies of the party - to abolish the Organizational Bureau 
and introduce into the Secretariat Zinoviev, I.V. Stalin, and L.D. 
Trotsky. Discussion of these questions took place in secret, in a cave 
near Kislovodsk. The meeting was also attended by supporters of 
Zinoviev who were resting there - G.E. Evdokimov, M.M. Lashevich 
and M.V. Frunze, as well as K.E. Voroshilov, the only one who 
opposed any reorganization. The proposals of the "cave conference" 
were not accepted by either Kamenev or Stalin. Stalin, on the other 
hand, regarded the attempts at reform in the Central Committee as 
a desire to limit his power. Kamenev yielded to the pressure of 
Stalin, and the matter ended in a compromise: the Orgburo was 
kept, and at the September plenum of the Central Committee 
Zinoviev and Trotsky were elected members of the Organizing 
Bureau, Bukharin and I.I. Korotkov (see for more details: RCP (b): 
Internal Party Struggle in the Twenties. Pp. 123-141). 


55 Held after the death of V.I. Lenin's plenum on May 21, 1924, the 
plenum of the Central Committee of the RCP (b) heard a message 
from the commission for accepting Lenin's papers and adopted the 
following resolution: are subject and the announcement of 
delegations is made by members of the commission for accepting 
Ilyich's papers. " (RGASPI. F. 17. Op. 2. D. 129. L. 2.) In accordance 
with this resolution and by the decision of the Presidium of the XIII 
Party Congress, Lenin's "Letter to the Congress” was read out to 
delegations. 
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56 For the first time I.V. Stalin asked to be relieved of his duties as 
General Secretary of the Central Committee of the RCP (b) at a 
plenum held after the XIII Congress on June 2, 1924 (RGASPI. F. 17. 
Op. 2. D. 130, 137-139.) The second time Stalin wrote a petition on 
his resignation on August 19, 1924 during the work of the plenum 
of the Central Committee. (Ibid. F. 558. Op. 11. D. 126. L. 69.) 
According to the memoirs of the Stalinist secretary B. Bazhanov, this 
document was announced on the same day at the "factional 
plenum", which examined the internal conflict of the members of the 
"troika ". Speaking about the "history of our differences" at the XIV 
Congress of the CPSU (b), G.E. Zinoviev referred to this period as 
"resignations from Stalin's side, which we, of course, rejected." (XIV 
Congress of the CPSU (b): Verbatim report.M.; L., 1926. S. 455.) 


57 I.V. Stalin has in mind an article by L.D. Trotsky's "New Course" 
(letter to party meetings) published in the newspaper "Pravda" on 
December 11, 1923. 


58 We are talking about G.E. Zinoviev, L.B. Kamenev and LV. Stalin, 
who during the period of illness and absence of V.I. Lenin in their 
hands concentrated the main levers of party and state power: 
Zinoviev served as chairman of the Executive Committee of the 
Comintern and headed the Petrograd Soviet, Kamenev replaced VI. 
Lenin in the SNK and STO, and also chaired meetings of the 
Politburo and Stalin, who from April 1922 held the post of General 
Secretary of the Central Committee of the RCP (b) and by 1923 
created a system of apparatus "secretarial hierarchy". Despite certain 
disagreements among the members of the troika, they were most 
united at this stage by a common goal - to prevent L.D. Trotsky, who 
was supported by Lenin (see for more details: RCP (b): Internal 
Party Struggle in the Twenties. Pp. 10-12). 


59 Thermidorian coup - a coup on July 27/28, 1794 (9 Thermidor II 
year according to the republican calendar), which overthrew the 
Jacobin dictatorship and put an end to the French Revolution. Using 
this historical analogy, the opposition accused the majority of the 
Central Committee of the CPSU (b) of Thermidorian degeneration. 
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60 The fact that L.D. Trotsky, was reflected in Trotsky's letter to N.I. 
Bukharin of March 4, 1926 (Leon Trotsky. Portraits of 
revolutionaries. M., 1991. S. 189-190.) 


61 On January 11, 1926, the Politburo considered the issue "On the 
further work of the central economic bodies" and made a decision, 
which, in particular, said: "a) Special position of the Head. To cancel 
the SRT, recognizing that the Prev. SNK is at the same time Prev. 
ONE HUNDRED; b) Cde. Rykov's deputies for the Council of 
People's Commissars and STOs shall appoint comrades. Rudzutaka, 
Tsyurupu and Kuibyshev, leaving Comrades. Rudzutak and 
Kuibyshev in their post as People's Commissars; c) Appoint 
Comrade Kamenev as People's Commissar of Trade, relieving 
Comrade Tsyurupa from this post ...”. (RGASPI. F. 17, Op. 3.D. 538. 
L. 3.) 


62 The first transcript of the Politburo meeting is dated August 2, 
1923. 
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An uncorrected transcript of I.V. Stalin at a meeting of the 
Politburo. March 18, 1926 


A source: Transcripts of the meetings of the Politburo of the 
Central Committee of the RCP (b) -VKP (b) 1923-1938. Moscow. 
ROSSPEN. 2007. Volume 1 1923-1926. P. 712-713 


Archive: RGASPI. F. 17. Op. 163. D. 681. L. 87-91. Script. 
Typescript. 


Stalin. I will begin with where Comrade Kamenev ended. If any of 
the members of the Central Committee had the confidence that 
Comrade Zinoviev wanted to lay down arms against the Central 
Committee, we would not have spoken about this. But until now we 
do not see this, on the contrary, we see that you are doubly 
preparing, everyone can see it. Precisely because you hold a stone in 
your bosom and accumulate war shells in order to then shoot at the 
party, one of you says that in two months everything will change, 
the other says that "we will see." 


Voroshilov. 14 1 / 2- side exit. 


Stalin. That is why the question arose about Comrade Zinoviev. 
With this mood of yours, there is an attempt to return to the double- 
center again. 


About the uprising. Kamenev remembered this, remembered that 
Lenin ... (inaudible) and scolded me as a traitor. Yes, why not say 
that, it's a strange thing. 


Kamenev. Why didn't they talk about it for 8 years? 
Stalin. Since you remembered, I think we can talk about it. 
Kamenev. At the Third Congress you remembered this. 


Stalin. Now not the third congress. I take facts. Why is it possible to 
talk about Bukharin's mistake anywhere and everywhere, while the 
mistakes of Kamenev and Zinoviev cannot be talked about in the 
Party? Since when? Why is this? We must talk about this; we must 
write about it and teach the Party. We must say that there were 
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mistakes. How we legalized the mistakes of Comrade Bukharin, 
why can Bukharin's mistakes be carried around and criticized, while 
Zinoviev's and Kamenev's mistakes cannot be spoken about? You 
can and should speak. 


They remembered the will here. It's like we're hiding it. What does 
it say? That one should not poke Comrade Trotsky in the nose of his 
mistakes, mistakes that ... 


Voroshilov. Which were no coincidence. 


Stalin. Much has been said about the mistakes of Bukharin and 
Pyatakov, but not a single word has been said about fundamental 
mistakes ... (inaudible) that I am not fit and could abuse my power. 
After that, I twice demanded resignation, please let go ... what was 
said then, we repeated it at the congress. What did I say? I have 
passed my will for sure. They talked about mistakes, but not a word 
was said about my fundamental mistakes. They only said that I am 
a person ... (inaudible) and said that to find an equal person ... Find 
and put. I do not mind. 


On the theory of compromise. Comrade Trotsky spoke about this, 
said that this was my theory. I did not say a word about this theory. 
It turns out that I am a supporter of the theory of compromise. This 
is not true. I believe that since disagreements begin in the party, 
since there is a struggle, then the defeated one will certainly be 
compromised. It is impossible without it. Show me at least one stage 
of the internal party struggle, so that one part of the leaders would 
not be compromised. You can't do without it. Whoever lost is 
compromised. And to portray it so that Iam the author of this theory 
is wrong. The very law of the struggle within the party is such that 
the one who is defeated is compromised. What is this theory of the 
rebirth of leaders? Who spoke about this? 


Trotsky. You read it, Comrade Stalin, you distorted me so much that 
you yourself have already believed it. 


Stalin. How can I distort when I myself read that our leaders can be 
reborn, and an analogy with the German leaders was given? 
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Trotsky. This was printed on purpose to be used as a pretext to 
attack me. After all, this was sent to the editorial board of Pravda, 
why did no one ask me if it was possible to understand my words 
this way? Why wasn't I called and asked? 


Stalin. I do not accuse you; I only note the fact that the first serious 
step in our party after Ilyich on the question of compromising was 
taken by Comrade Trotsky. 


Trotsky. This is not so, because at that time there was already a 
theory of Trotsky's depopulation in the country. Comrade Rykov 
told all his friends and acquaintances about this, told that now it was 
necessary to depopulate Trotsky. Am I telling the truth, Comrade 
Rykov? 


Rykov. I do not remember. 


Stalin. I ask you not to get excited, Iam only talking about the facts 
of the past. We have read this article. You say that you sent her to 
Pravda, but at the same time you sent her to the districts. The 
workers knew about this, and the Central Committee could not put 
itself in the stupidest position, so that later they would say that the 
Central Committee was holding its mouth and preventing Trotsky's 
appeal from being published, which had already been read out in 
three districts. We had no protests from Trotsky, on the contrary, 
Trotsky sent this article for publication. What was it? Trotsky 
fought, and this was one of the ways of waging this struggle, one of 
the ways was this article. I do not blame Comrade. Trotsky. This is 
the law of struggle, but let him not blame us, because we could have 
done it too. Do not pretend, comrades, people who are clean. We all 
did this, we all had to do this, because we had an internal party 
struggle. Any struggle leads to exposure, exposure inevitably leads 
to compromise. Comrade Zinoviev spoke here about the appeal of 
the plenum on internal party democracy. If the plenum of the 
Central Committee on all organizations before the congress makes a 
demand that internal party democracy be carried out, that is quite 
... (inaudible). Strange affair. 
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You think there will be a full guarantee when we are in power. I say, 
write it down, there is no full guarantee. And when will it not be? 
While our economy is developing, while we are right. Because the 
party that rules, it has to rely on that mass of institutions ... 
(inaudible). About 500 thousand active workers tried to simplify our 
state apparatus, to create democracy, sometimes they became 
bureaucratic, we must not forget, the bureaucracy that hangs over 
our party. These are the reasons that make us cling not to complete 
democracy, not to complete democracy. If you think for a complete 
democracy, be open about it. Complete democracy is nothing. 


Voice. Democracy is transitional, there are several stages. 


Stalin. As for the current regime, what Comrade Trotsky demands 
for speakers to speak, this is what you want. No?. To give everyone 
the right to speak and defend their point of view at any time, you 
demand this. No?. 
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Transcripts of the meetings of the Politburo of the Central 
Committee, August 2,1926 


source: Transcripts of the meetings of the Politburo of the Central 
Committee of the RCP (b) -VKP (b) 1923-1938. Moscow. ROSSPEN. 
2007. Volume 2 1926-1927. P. 271-330 


Archive: RGASPI. F. 17. Op. 163. D. 695 (uncorrected transcript). D. 
696 (transcript with copyright and editorial changes). 


August 2, 1926 1 


Svidersky * (* The text is reproduced according to the uncorrected 
transcript since there is no copyright transcript.). I will begin with 
the question of state farm construction. State farm construction can 
now be divided into two periods: the first period of state farm 
construction must begin from 17-18, from the October Revolution 
approximately until NEP, and the next period of state farm 
construction - from the time of the introduction of NEP. The 
difference between both periods is as follows: in the first period, 
from the time of the October Revolution to the introduction of NEP, 
on the one hand, the task of the Soviet land bodies and other local 
authorities was to turn as many former estates as possible into state 
farms, preventing the process of robbery of estates that took place 
during the revolution. Secondly, since the country was experiencing 
famine, especially in the factory centers, the state farms were given 
importance as special "grain factories" therefore, in the field of state 
farm construction, there was a strong tendency to assign state farms 
to all kinds of institutions, factories, enterprises, etc. 


This period, which ended by 1922, led to the fact that by this time 
period we had 6347 state farm units throughout the Union. This 
number of state farms had at their disposal a land area of 3391 
thousand dessiatines. Then, since the introduction of the NEP, since 
a self-supporting element began to be introduced into the 
management of the economy, the ownership of state farms became 
unprofitable for a number of enterprises that, during the period of 
famine and war communism, attributed these state farms and took 
them at their disposal. As a result, the number of state farms began 
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to decline, part of the state farms, the smallest, began to be 
transferred to peasants, then, in a self-supporting manner, many 
enterprises began to abandon state farms. and as a result, the 
number of state farms by the year 24-25 turned out to be 5,700 units 
with a land area of 3,125 thousand dessiatines. During the period of 
war communism2, in the period before the new era, to the land 
authorities and sugar trusts 3, i.e., institutions that are directly or 
indirectly related to agriculture owned 49% of the total state farm 
area and state farms, while all other organizations not related to 
agriculture owned 50.7%. Now, in the 24-25th year, the attitude has 
changed somewhat, it is now like this: the gubernatorial authorities, 
zemorgans and sugar trusts own 63%, 34% belongs to all other 
organizations, the attitude has changed in the opposite direction. If 
we ask how many state farms belong exclusively to zem- organs, 
then out of those state farms that we have, land bodies own only 
44.5%. So, when they talk about state farms and usually think that 
they are talking about the activities and policies of land bodies, this 
is deeply mistaken. When it comes to state farms, then we must bear 
in mind a number of other organizations, 


Now I will dwell on the following points that determine the state of 
the state farm economy and those economic prospects associated 
with state farms. These elements are the state of the state farm's fixed 
and working capital. The condition of the fixed capital is determined 
by the following figures. In the 22nd-23rd year the fixed capital, ie., 
buildings, dead and living equipment and traction force, amounted 
to an overall estimate of 109 million rubles. (without land). Now, 
according to the same estimate for the 24-25th year, this fixed capital 
amounts to 129 million, ie. we have an increase of about 20 million. 
At the same time, buildings have increased in the estimate by 1 
million rubles., dead inventory and living - by 9.5 million rubles., 
traction force - by 9.8 million rubles. 


Stalin. But now the number of state farms has decreased. 


Svidersky. I take on the state farms, which are under the jurisdiction 
of land authorities and sugar trusts. 
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Kamenev. Are these numbers comparable? 


Svidersky. I did not understand you. We take the 23rd and 24th 
years to the same area in comparison with the 22-23rd year, when 
the state farms were cleaned up, and the 24-25th year. As if there is 
a slight difference, it is so negligible that it can be ignored. 


Here the most energetic cleansing took place in the 22-23rd year, and 
then the assessment of the fixed capital was made. With regard to 
fixed capital, the following conclusion can be made that state farms 
are currently provided with fixed capital in this form. The provision 
with buildings is expressed in the amount from 52 to 95% for certain 
types of state farms. At the same time, 53% of the provision with 
buildings belongs to the state farms of Sukharotrest in Ukraine 4, 
80% of the provision of state farms of the RSFSR and 95% of the 
provision of buildings belongs to the state farms of Belarus. For 
some types of state farms, provision would be formally higher, but 
at the same time it is necessary to take into account the fact that there 
are a significant number of buildings that are not suitable for the 
economy, i.e., those that cannot be used for the economic needs of 
state farms. There are a large number of palace-type buildings that 
were needed by landowners, but not needed by state farms. If we 
take into account unsuitable buildings, then for various types of 
state farms, the provision with buildings will be expressed precisely 
in these figures - from 53 to 95%. 


Now regarding the supply of dead inventory. This provision is 
expressed in numbers from 75 to 95%. The provision with live 
inventory is expressed from 25 to 48%. Here we have much less 
security than the provision of dead inventory and buildings. 


Rykov. What is the provision with live inventory? 
Svidersky. The provision with live inventory from 25 to 48%. 


Provision with traction force ranges from 23 to 48%. At the same 
time, the provision of traction power increased during the 24-25th 
year by 75%. This is within one year. It is explained by the fact that 
it was a shock task. This includes tractors. If we take separately the 
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amount of tractor power, then over the year this amount increased 
by 226%. This is quite understandable, because at that time we 
began to register tractors that were supplied to state farms. This is 
the position of the question of the fixed capital of state farms. 


Now let's move on to working capital. Interdepartmental 
Commission, which started work in the 23-24-year 5, determines the 
next thing on 1 acres of land in order to properly run the economy, 
you need to have wrought capital in the amount of ... * (* The 
document otsutsutstvuet figure.) What do we have in relation to the 
provision of working capital at the present time? Trusted state farms 
of the RSFSR are provided with 13.4% of this norm. Ukrainian 
trusted state farms are provided with 37% of this norm; Belarusian 
- in the amount of 46%. And only state farms under the jurisdiction 
of Gossemkultura 6, 75% of this rate is provided. On the basis of 
these data, one can judge about working capital that the main factors 
that determine the economic state of state farms and make it possible 
to build a plan for the future, these basic elements are in the red and 
in a big deficiency. In recent years, these shortcomings have begun 
to weaken in two ways, in two directions: dead inventory and 
traction force, with the greatest increase observed in the area of 
traction force. 


Since there is an increase in fixed capital in at least two types: in 
dead inventory and in tractive power, an increase in sown areas 
begins to occur in state farms. The sown area in 23-24 was 602 
thousand dessiatines (I take it in round numbers), and in this 
reporting year the sown area is 768 thousand dessiatines. Here such 
a question may arise. We say that the entire land area is determined 
by us in the amount of over 3 million dessiatines, where do the rest 
go? Here we take the figures concerning the trusted state farms of 
the State Semkultura, but we do not take the state farms assigned to 
institutions and organizations to the State Spiritual Fund 7, and we 
do not take those state farms that are on the local budget. They are 
out of our sight. All these land areas are excluded. Then, areas that 
are inconvenient and under steam are eliminated. 
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It must be said that simultaneously with the growth of the sown 
area, there is also an increase in the amount of land cultivated by the 
state farms on their own. This is expressed in the following figures: 
in the RSFSR in the 23-24th year, the state farms cultivated 60%, in 
the 25th year - 75%; in Ukraine ... (reads) * (* The text read by 
Svidersky is missing in the uncorrected transcript.). 


Simultaneously with the increase in the amount of land cultivated 
by the state farms with their own funds, there is a decline in rent and 
sharecropping, 8 i.e, those forms of land use that must be 
condemned and against which we must fight. This change happens 
this way. These figures can be disputed with regard to their absolute 
accuracy, but the trends are clearly outlined correctly. Leased in the 
24th year 6.7%, in the 24-25th year the amount of land leased by state 
farms is reduced to ... (reads) * (* There is no figure in the transcript.) 
Sharecropping for the same years - the following numbers: 14, 3; 7, 
9, according to the plan for the 26th year - 2.4%. 


This is the change that we are seeing in the area of land use. That is, 
we have an increase in the amount of land cultivated by state farms, 
and a decrease in the amount of land leased, as well as a decrease in 
sharecropping. These changes are directly dependent on the 
increase in the tractive power of the state farms, as well as on the 
decisions that were adopted by the government last year, when the 
state farms were first given funds to increase their fixed capital, and 
for the first time a loan of 4 million rubles was issued. 9 Under these 
conditions, the state farms were able to raise more land. 
Simultaneously with the increase in the land area cultivated by the 
state farms' own forces, there is a qualitative change, a change for 
the better. This is as follows. The amount of land under purebred 
crops is increasing. The increase is observed from 31.4% to 93.8%. 
The correct crop rotation, multi-field is established. The multi-field 
in state farms, trusted by the RSFSR, reaches 78%, and only in more 
than 20% there is a three-regiment. In Belarus, this percentage 
reaches 95 and only 5% remains under the three-shelf. So here we 
are seeing a definite qualitative improvement. At the same time, the 
following is observed that the technical methods of better 
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management, which we recommend to the peasantry, have now 
received full citizenship rights in relation to state farms. Early 
fallow, winter plowing10 are used in 80% of all cultivated land. 
Along with the qualitative improvement, the production of 
livestock is also increasing, there is an increase in milk yield, as well 
as an increase in the demand for 11 of our state stud farms, which 
was a sore spot in our country and which was a sore spot in the 
former tsarist state factories. I will not give specific figures here, the 
statement is enough, but if these figures are needed, I will show 
them. Further, comrades, it is necessary to dwell on one question, 
that of technical enterprises. You know that in a number of 
institutions we have sought to ensure that auxiliary technical 
enterprises that once belonged to the landowners’ estates, and then 
were taken away by a part of the Supreme Council of the National 
Economy 12, partly by local authorities, must eventually be returned 
to the state farms, since they are an organic part of the state farms. 


In 1923-24, such enterprises were assigned to state farms, I do not 
take all state farms, but only those state farms that are united in the 
Gosselsyndikate 13, and here a smaller number of state farms are 
united, it was assigned in the RSFSR, Ukraine and Belarus to 570 
state farms. Of these 570 state farms, only 450 enterprises worked on 
"land" on their own, i.e., 8%, the rest they had to surrender, because 
they did not have their own funds, or these enterprises were not put 
into operation. In 1924-25, there were already 959 state farms with 
technical enterprises assigned to them, of which 96% were 
cultivated on their own by trusted state farms, and only 4% were 
leased. Simultaneously with the increase in the number of technical 
enterprises assigned to state farms, the following phenomenon 
appears that in state farms they begin to play an ever-greater role, 
since incomes from these enterprises increase the income part of 
state farms. state farms are becoming healthier and able to raise all 
the land that is attributed to them and play a cultural role, because 
they have more resources. All this could not but affect the 
profitability of state farms. If until now it was believed that state 
farms are not profitable at all, that they cannot be profitable, and this 
opinion was so ingrained that Comrade. Smilga turned through me 
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with a request to transfer some state farm under his jurisdiction, to 
make an experiment, whether there could be a state farm at all as an 
agricultural farm. the company is profitable or unprofitable, which, 
having experience and skill, as well as the possibility of lending ... 


Rykov. Lending opportunity? 


Svidersky. Yes, with the possibility of crediting, he would be able to 
deliver this experience and prove whether a state farm can be 
profitable or unprofitable. For him, it was a problem that can only 
be resolved in this way. In this regard, a resolution was passed, he 
did not receive the state farm, and his experiment was not 
performed. But the experience that Comrade. Smilga and which he 
could not do, we did. And this is what we now have. In 1922/23, 
losses on all state farms in the RSFSR amounted to 550 thousand 
rubles, to put it bluntly, and 5 out of 33 seltrests were profitable (I 
take provincial associations); 8 gubernial seltrests were without 
profit or loss, and all the rest were unprofitable. In total, we found 
that 27 seltrests were unprofitable. In 1923-24, the loss increased to 
one million rubles, but the number of profitable seltrests increased 
to 10. If in 1922-23 


Trotsky. Due to the previous crop failure. 


Svidersky. Yes. In 1924-25, a great turning point should take place 
in the direction of increasing the profitability of state farms. I cannot 
present general figures, because this operation has not yet been 
completed with us, but there are indirect data that give the correct 
picture, in my opinion. The Samara Gubernia Seltrest in 1923/24 
gave a loss of 127 thousand, and in 1924/25 it gave a profit already 
in 42 thousand rubles, the Omsk Guberniya Seltrest, which gave a 
profit of 39 thousand in 1923/24, in 1924/25 G. increased its profit to 
175 thousand rubles. Ukrainian state farms became profitable earlier 
than our state farms. 


Kalinin. Thanks mainly to Sugarotrest? 
Svidersky. But there Sakharotrest goes along a different line, and I 


am talking about trusted state farms that go along the NKZem line. 
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Trotsky. But do they grow beets? 


Svidersky. Yes, but only some of them since some of the farms are 
assigned to Sakharotrest. The Ukrainian state farms in 1923-24 
yielded a profit of 140 thousand, and in 1924/25 already 750 
thousand. Belarusian state farms gave a profit of 78 thousand in 
1923-24, and 333 thousand in 1924/25. Georgia gave a loss (there 
they are called national economies), we do not have exact 
information about this loss, about its size, but having given a loss in 
1923-24, in 1924-25 they gave 28 thousand rubles. income. 


Rykov. So, only the state farms of the RSFSR remained unprofitable? 
Svidersky. Some of the seltrests of the RSFSR remained unprofitable. 


Trotsky. And if we take the general balance of state farms of the 
RSFSR, then in general there will be a profit? 


Svidersky. I cannot give this information, I can only draw a picture 
of the state of individual seltrests that have increased their 
profitability, but we believe that unprofitability should be either 
completely eliminated or eliminated to a large extent, because in 
1924/25 we received an increase fixed capital - 4 million credit 
known to you, and this could not but affect the state of the state 
farms 14... Dwelling on labor issues, which play a large role, even a 
decisive role in the work of state farms, I must say that before the 
NEP there were a lot of workers and employees who were 
permanently assigned to state farms, and this cadre, the so-called 
permanent workers and employees, crushed a colossal overhead 
costs for state farms. When we switched to proper management of 
the economy, our task was to reduce the permanent cadre of 
workers and employees, under modern conditions it is more 
profitable for us to build farms by attracting seasonal and day 
laborers. Thanks to this policy, we have reduced the permanent 
workforce of workers and employees from 10 to 25%. In this regard, 
as well as with the opportunities that were in connection with the 
increase in the general level of wages, we managed to increase the 
average wages for workers of state farms. In 1923-24, it was 6-7 
rubles in the 1st category, 
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Ancelovich. On average, 20-21 rubles, and in the first category, the 
salary is only 8-9 rubles. 


Svidersky. What is the difference between the wages received by a 
state farm worker, a farm laborer, and a shepherd employed by a 
rural society? A worker on a state farm receives 27.3 rubles, a farm 
laborer in the same locality, working on a peasant farm, receives 16 
rubles, a shepherd who works in the same locality and is hired by a 
rural society, receives 20 rubles. This is the difference in wages by a 
state farm, a peasant in a separate farm, and a rural society. At the 
same time, ona state farm, a worker usually works 8 hours, and only 
in certain periods do we allow, in agreement with Vserabotzemles 
15, an increase in the working day. 


Rykov. Including wages in kind? 


Svidersky. There is now no payment in kind, it has been reduced to 
a minimum. The survey that we carried out concerned those state 
farms where there is no payment in kind. 


Rykov. And the dwelling? 
Svidersky. Housing is provided, but not included. 


Now labor productivity. Labor productivity increases markedly. 
Although RCT 16 will dispute this in its report, I cannot give data 
now. It seems to me that the information is correct, this is a survey 
carried out by the State Syndicate 17... Recent changes in labor 
productivity are as follows, this includes the cost of plowing and 
harrowing, and sowing. In 23rd year, all three points - they required 
about 4.2 working days per tithe. Now, in the 24th year, it took 3.5 
working days, in the 25th year, it took 3.2 workers. day. If you take 
the 23rd year as a hundred, then the 24th year will give 120% and 
the 25th year will give 131%. What was the norm under the 
landlords? Vserabotzemles dealt with this issue. He established by 
commission that the productivity of the old days in general, i.e., 
normal production should be recognized as such: plowing, 
harrowing, and sowing - should cost 2.78 slaves. day. In the 24th 
year it costs 3.2 slaves. day. Thus, according to these data, labor 
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productivity reached the norm to 78.5%. Apparently, next year we 
will have normal labor productivity of state farms, 


Now, what is the relationship between state farms and peasant 
farms. First of all, the yield is higher on state farms than on peasant 
farms. As a general rule, in relation to grain crops and root crops, 
the yield in Soviet farms is much higher than in peasant farms, about 
30% more for certain types. Likewise, the yield of peasant fields, 
which give 80% on average, is 30% higher on state farms. 


The gross output per worker on state farms is approximately equal 
to 4.3 of the gross output per worker on the peasant farm. The wages 
earned by one worker on a state farm is approximately twice as high 
as the total nominally net income falling per worker on a peasant 
farm, and three times higher than the nominally net income falling 
per worker on a peasant farm. The gross output from one tithe on a 
state farm is approximately one and a half times higher than the 
gross output per one tithe of a peasant farm. Exactly the same 
observation of gross production is taking place in relation to head of 
cattle, which is approximately 3-4 times higher on state farms than 
on peasant farms. 


What do state farms give the peasants? In 1924 the state farms sold 
2000 heads of the best cattle to the peasants, in 25 they sold 3600 
heads, much more, as you can see. Ukrainian trusts gave 304 heads 
to the peasants in 1924, there is a smaller area of land at state farms, 
most of it is located at Sukharotrest. In the 25th year, the Ukrainian 
state farms gave 689 heads, 2 times more, in Belarus - 108 heads were 
sold to peasants there in the 24th year, in the 25th year - 463 heads. 
Pigs - 11 544 pieces, this state farms Ukrainian, Belarus in the 24th 
year of pigs sold 20,370 * (* The text is reproduced on the unreduced 
transcript Apparently, then missed the word "units" and the number 
of sold animals for the RSFSR cattle..), Head of RSFSR, in Ukraine - 
3000 heads, in Belarus - 490 and 500 * (* So in the text of the 
uncorrected transcript.) ... In a word, the presentation of the best 
cattle, the best breed of pigs by the state farms in this respect has 
been made a step forward in this respect, the trusted state farms 
have doubled their production. Interesting data characterizing the 
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degree of influence of state farms on farms of peasants in relation to 
seeds. In 1924, 5016 poods of the best seeds were sold by the trusted 
state farms of the RSFSR to peasants, and in 25 - 4 million poods, an 
increase of more than 8 times. It should be added that in 1923 there 
were 689 breeding stations and grain cleaners in the trusted state 
farms of the RSFSR. Agricultural enterprises, with the task of 
influencing the peasant economy, in the 24th year of such 
organizations in the state farms were 1379 points. At the same time, 
in addition to the material impact on the peasant economy, in the 
forms that we had, there is an impact in another direction, in the 
sense of organizing lectures, conversations, etc. In 1924, 7200 
lectures were held on trusted state farms, Soviet trusts are launching 
a large campaign in this regard, there were 8000 such lectures 
throughout the system in 1925. In addition to the material impact on 
peasant farms, there is widespread agricultural propaganda. 


Agricultural propaganda for state farms is not a commercially 
profitable enterprise. This work is very unprofitable. 


Trotsky. Why? 


Svidersky. Why, I'll tell you, but we must take measures so that the 
state farms carry out this work, for example, the stallion is 
determined by its cost price of 700 rubles, and the selling price on 
the average of the trusteered state farms is 230-300 rubles, peasants 
cannot buy for 700-800, and to buy, the price must be lowered, and 
the state farms release the stallions for 200-300 rubles. 


Voice. Why so expensive? 


Svidersky. Why is it expensive, I will not be able to answer here, I 
take a certificate, but this certificate does not exaggerate, it is about 
the same cost as it was in the old days. Now the bulls are two-year- 
old breeding, their cost is 425 rubles, the selling price is 250 rubles, 
then mating costs 8-15 rubles. in different regions, and state farms 
take 3 rubles. Breeding mating costs 3-4 rubles. Trusted trusts * (* So 
in the document. Probably state farms.) Take 3 rubles. And this 
agricultural work, it is not work that can be commercially viable, it 
is profitable from a historical perspective in the sense of the 
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development of farms, and we insist that the state farms carry it out, 
but in carrying out it, the state farms have a loss that must be 
compensated from other sources. Now I will focus on one point that 
Ihave released. 


Stalin. The attitude of the peasants to the state farms? 


Svidersky. I will talk about the peasants, but we can say definitely - 
it is negative, there in all those areas where there were landlord 
farms, the attitude of the peasants is negative, even in those cases 
when the state farms give income, if they have an agricultural value, 
the peasants answer: “If If we were given this money, then we 
would have produced more breeding material, and the land would 
give more income. " 


In those areas where there were no landowners’ farms, there, on the 
contrary, the attitude towards state farms is not negative. 


Rykov. With sympathy. 


Svidersky. ... and even with sympathy, there are resolutions on the 
formation of state farms. We have such resolutions (Comrade L. will 
probably confirm) 18. 


L. In the Stalingrad province., Orenburg, etc. 


Svidersky. There is a resolution to open state farms because they are 
thought of as breeding points, which are not there or are very few. 
In those areas where there are landlord farms, there are remnants of 
the past in relation to the state farms. 


Voice. Hate remained? 


Svidersky. And hatred, it falls on the past, and most of all, land 
shortages. According to the correspondence that we have, the 
greatest irritation in relation to the state farms falls on the Kursk, 
Orel, and in general on the Central Black Earth Region, where 
agrarian overpopulation has remained and where land shortages 
are yielding results. 


Rykov. Is this where they need it more? 
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Svidersky. Yes, where they need it most. I wonder what role the 
state farms play in cooperative construction. 


Rykov (chairman). You have two minutes left. 


vidersky. Two minutes, I’ll say a little then. Wherever correct state 
farms have been established, corresponding cooperative 
organizations develop around the state farms. Where state cultural 
state farms are built, seed partnerships grow there. Where there are 
pedigree state farms, corresponding partnerships for ... livestock 
grow there * (* So in the document.). State farms are not only cultural 
breeding grounds, but also such points from which agricultural 
assistance comes, and a number of cooperative organizations arise 
around such assistance. 


The general conclusions are as follows. We are witnessing a general 
upsurge in the growth of state farms and reconstruction, and in this 
regard, state farms should be given great attention, since in this case 
they must take first place in the field of socialist construction. They 
should be cost-effective, exemplary, and cultural centers that supply 
the population with seed, establish breeding centers and be a 
cultural breeding ground. 


The state farms do not have enough capital, no working capital, no 
credit. How much there is no credit, you know from the SNK 
practice. Until now, the Central Agricultural Bank 19 believes that 
the state farms are such an evil spirits that they do not need to be 
supplied with credit. 


Voice. Who counts it? 


Svidersky. This policy is pursued by Smilga, and no one can 
overcome this policy. 


Voice. (the replica is not caught). 


Svidersky. Alexander Petrovich 20 does not pursue this policy, but 
you and Smilga are pursuing it. In the credit system of the Central 
agricultural. bank should be introduced lending to state farms. State 


392 


farms need a loan, some tax breaks, etc. It is necessary to establish a 
clear organizational plan for building state farms. 


Stalin. Are there tractors? Their role? 


Svidersky. There are tractors, their role is colossal both in terms of 
raising the area that they have and in terms of serving the 
surrounding population. 


Voice. But the trouble is that tractors are not provided. 


Svidersky. But the trouble is that when they talk about state farms, 
they think that state farms should not get an advantage over the 
peasants. 


Trotsky. It is said 25% of the tractive force, should this be 
understood as tractors? 


Svidersky. Over the past year, the pulling force can be considered to 
have increased by 76%. If we single out the growth of tractors from 
the growth of tractive power, then it quantitatively increased by ...% 
* (* So in the uncorrected transcript. Probably, the text was not heard 
by the transcript.). 


Trotsky. What is the percentage of the total pulling force? There 
seems to be a different number in the report 21. It seems to me that 
25% cannot be called insignificant, it is one quarter. 


Svidersky. There is an increase in labor productivity, and 
organizational measures are on the order of the day. Of this, the 
following should be distinguished. The organizational structure, 
which is carried out by the creation ... * (* So in the text) was justified 
and is carried out as follows: state farms, gubernial seltrest ... * (* So 
in the text) as unifying. We believe that state farms should be more 
connected with land authorities. Those state farms that are outside 
the influence of the land authorities must be directly or indirectly 
subordinate to them. Only in this case, the policy will be carried out 
correctly, for the directives that are given are directed at state farms 
belonging to the land authorities, and do not cover a huge number 
of state farms, those that are outside the influence of land 
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authorities. On this occasion, there were many decisions, they need 
to be confirmed in order for them to be implemented. It is necessary 
to pay attention to the fact that the general plan for the restoration 
of state farms, which are called * (* So in the text) a five-year plan, is 
already outdated, so that one of the main elements in it is a planned 
decree of state farms ... 


Voice. And the staff? 


Svidersky. We managed to improve their qualifications somewhat, 
but even now up to 60% of heads of state farms have not received 
an education. These are either people without any education, or 
with primary education. Higher education has been strengthened 
recently, but nevertheless we have brought the heads of state farms 
with higher education to only 9%. 


Kalinin. Is it important whether there are agronomists? If the head 
is not an agronomist, but an assistant agronomist, that's not bad. 


Svidersky. There are many such combinations. The trouble is that as 
soon as the worker shows up at the state farm work, he is 
immediately thrown over. 


Rykov. Who! 
Svidersky. Party organizations. 
Stalin. Are the non-partisans being transferred? 


Svidersky. Non-party people sit up, but non-party people are 
imprisoned * (* So in the text). 


Stalin. Are there many party agronomists? 


Svidersky. Now there are a lot of party agronomists. Just recently, 
22 Central Committees were assigned, but, unfortunately, they want 
to work in Moscow and no one wants to go somewhere to the point. 
160 people were distributed. Here's an example of how to reroll. In 
the Tatar Republic (this is a provincial scale), out of 14 managers 
there, only one survived a year, the rest were transferred up to a 
year. 
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Kalinin. They learn to distinguish a tractor from a horse in the state 
farm itself. 


Svidersky. The general conclusion is expressed in the resolution that 
was handed out, and I think the following, although the Central 
Committee, Politburo, Organizational Bureau, etc. adopted a 
number of resolutions on paying more attention to state farms, but 
they did not produce results, and it must be said to the party that 
state farms are not a bad disease that must be fought, but are one of 
the bases of socialist construction. We do not have such a 
consciousness. 


Here's what I wanted to say about the state farms. Now I have 
collective farms. My time is up. 


Rykov (chairman). You had 30 minutes. I personally increased the 
time for you to 44 minutes. both state farms and collective farms. So, 
it was agreed. 


Trotsky. I think that it would be more expedient not to present what 
was written in the report. After all, we have read it all, [itis all there]. 
And it would be better to include a written report in the transcript, 
which is completer and more accurate, and write only new, practical 
material, additions illustrating the report, but not what has already 
been sent out and what everyone has read. 


Rykov. Comrade Kaminsky, how much time do you need? 


Kaminsky * (* The text of the speech was edited by the author, the 
revision has a stylistic character. Published according to the 
reprinted text.). 20 minutes. 


The collective movement can be subdivided in its development into 
two main stages: before the introduction of the new economic policy 
and after its introduction. The first period was characterized by a 
rather rapid development of the collective farm movement, and, 
moreover, mainly in the highest forms - communes; to a lesser 
extent, artels and partnerships for public plowing of land 
developed. In the first period, the social composition of the 
collective farms was mixed: along with peasants, we also had people 
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from the city, mostly workers, and partly the intelligentsia. The 
attitude of the peasantry to the collective-farm movement during 
this period was unquestionably hostile in the mass. With the 
introduction of the new economic policy, the collective farm 
movement began, as it were, to die down and disintegrate. A 
particularly strong disintegration of collective farms was observed 
in Siberia and the North Caucasus, to a lesser extent it took place in 
the Ukraine. On the whole, the first period of the NEP was 
characterized by an undoubted disintegration of the collective 
movement. Since the introduction of the new economic policy, the 
forms of the collective movement began to change. The 
predominant form of collective farming became a machine 
partnership and an artel for joint cultivation of the land. As for the 
communes, it should be noted, along with a sharp slowdown in their 
growth, a tendency to simplify their structure and bring them closer 
to the type of artel. I will not give numerical data, because they are 
available in a written report along with a sharp slowdown in their 
growth, a tendency towards simplification of their structure and 
their approach to the type of artel. I will not give numerical data, 
because they are available in a written report 23, and I will try to 
dwell only on the most pressing and essential issues that have 
become in full swing in collective farm construction. 


However, with regard to the data presented in this report, I must 
make a few reservations. It seems to me that these data are not 
entirely accurate. Here are also the data of the People's 
Commissariat for Finance, which refers to collective farms often 
forms of farms that do not correspond to this name, such as simply 
village associations and a number of other forms. 


Stalin. There is a special organ where there is a count of 24. 


Kaminsky. Yes, there is a count, but we do not consider it to be 
completely accurate. For correct calculation, one must have a good 
statistical apparatus and sufficient funds for its organization. We 
have neither the one nor the other yet. CSB 25very little does this 
business. Only recently did we manage to come to an agreement 
with the Central Statistical Board, so that when examining the 
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budget of peasant farms, it would also examine collective farms, 
which has not been done until now. In addition to the data of the 
NKF, the data of the People's Commissariat of Agriculture are given, 
which, in general, coincide with our data and are based on 
registration. Recently we have carried out a sample survey of 
collective farms. The data from this survey can be considered 
generally correct. On the question of the number of collective farms, 
the general data indicate 22,000 organizations, we considered it best, 
however, to take a smaller figure would be more correct; We believe 
that there are 20-21 thousand collective farms throughout the Soviet 
Union, 16347 collective farms in the RSFSR, and 5578 in Ukraine. 


Stalin. How many families are covered by collective farms? 


Kaminsky. There are about 1 million eaters; in relation to the entire 
peasantry, this percentage is very insignificant. In no case should 
you get carried away here. 


Kosior. Is it 1 million farms? 


Kaminsky. No, I have already said that this number of eaters and 
farms is much smaller. 


Beginning in 1923 we have seen an undoubted rise in the collective 
farm movement. In 1924, due to famine and crop failure, the 
movement intensified even more; its spontaneous growth began, 
supported mainly by the poor population. The year 1924 was 
characterized by a massive revival of collective farm activity. The 
external expression of the revival of the collective farm movement 
was the period of collective farm congresses that took place in a 
number of provinces. In February 1925, the All-Union Congress of 
Collective Farms was held 26... It was a very interesting congress, at 
which the shortcomings of the past were revealed and new tasks of 
the collective farm movement were outlined. The decisions of this 
congress formed the basis for all practical measures to improve the 
health of the collective farm movement in recent years. This 
congress revealed, in particular, the lack of clarity on the question of 
the ways of collectivizing peasant farms. The collective farmers 
naturally overestimated the role of collective farms and 
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underestimated the tasks and_ significance of agricultural 
production. cooperation as a form of movement of the countryside 
towards socialism. They managed to come to an agreement that 
collective-farm construction is only a part of agricultural 
production. cooperation and one of the channels of the cooperative 
movement. At this congress, the immediate tasks of the collective 
farms were specified. 


The most important decision must be considered the orientation of 
collective farm development towards the simplest mass forms of 
collectives. Such forms are artels and partnerships 27; experience 
shows that these forms of collective farms are used by both the poor 
and middle peasants (the latter is mainly in the partnership). As for 
the communes, these are predominantly poor associations, 80% of 
them are poor people. At the same time, a decision was made, it is 
being implemented, not to conserve the simplest forms of collective 
farms, but, on the contrary, to promote their gradual transition to 
higher forms of associations. Since 1924, the movement seems to 
have stabilized in its highest forms (communes) and noticeably 
develops along the line of the simplest forms. The sample survey 
figures we have attested to the process of improving collective 
farms, and the improvement is proceeding along the main line — 
the organization of labor. Labor organization issues, 


At this congress, we organized the All-Union Council of Collective 
Farms, 28 since the council also included representatives of Ukraine 
and other republics. 


Stalin. Under Selskosoyuz 29? 


Kaminsky. Formally under the Selskosoyuz, it is actually an 
independent body elected at the congress. I will talk about this 
further. At this congress and then at sessions of the council, the 
question of the organization of labor was one of the main subjects of 
discussion. Recently, in a number of collective farms, including in 
communes, a transition has begun to such an organization of labor 
that is approaching the factory type, i.e., to individual wages with a 
grid system, etc. In this respect, an extremely interesting experience 
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was made by the well-known Krasivo-Mechenskoye partnership of 
the Tula province 30. 


Trotsky. In the Ukraine and the North Caucasus, they also crossed 
over. 


Kaminsky. Yes, we did. This transition has an eminently healing 
effect. It is especially strong in communes, where the lack of 
personal interest in raising labor productivity was one of the 
decisive reasons for their destruction. At present, in connection with 
the improvement of the internal organization, the communes have 
grown stronger, and the attitude of the local population towards 
them has changed significantly. Now the local population goes to 
communes, learns from them, the communes have schools, medical 
centers, etc.; communes help the local population with tractors, 
livestock of improved breeds, etc. So, in this respect we have a clear 
improvement, the local population has begun to relate much better 
to the communes. It can be said without exaggeration that 
communes are gradually becoming genuine large agricultural 
enterprises. production. And in the last session we put the question 
like this, that communes should be treated precisely as large 
enterprises, both in relation to the organization of labor in them, and 
in relation to all other aspects of their organization. It seems to me 
that it is in no way possible to take a line on the rapid expansion of 
communes in the sense of increasing the membership. I think the 
communes should be allowed at the present time to be somewhat 
insular as they get stronger. Because the fluidity of the composition, 
which has been observed so far in the communes, is one of the main 
reasons for their disorganization. We support the demand of the 
collective farms that a certain degree of isolation be established so 
that when they rise and become stronger, new strata of the 
population could be drawn into their composition. 


Summing up, I must say that at the present time a number of 
communes are gradually beginning to become large latifundia, 31 
large agricultural communities. enterprises. 


Stalin. With hired labor? 
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Kaminsky. There is also hired labor. Now I cannot give you exact 
data on hired labor, but I can nevertheless say with confidence that 
hired labor is an insignificant amount. When there is a shortage of 
labor, communes do not take the path of increasing wage workers, 
but the path of attracting new members. The question of improving 
the organization of labor is relevant not only for communes, but also 
for associations and artels; and in these associations there is a 
transition to individual wages. Despite the undoubtedly positive 
significance of this transition, there is also a certain threat to the 
development of social accumulation. The whole point is to correctly 
combine the personal interests of the members with the 
strengthening and development of the collective principle in the 
economy. In this respect, we observe a wide variety of relationships 
within collective farms, mainly determined by the degree of 
collectivization of the economy. In some collective farms, old people 
and children are kept at the same expense ... 


Stalin. How is Lipaevsky collective farm? 


Kaminsky. Growing. This is exactly the Krasivo-Mechenskoe 
partnership. This is a large and very interesting artel, in the sense 
that it immediately embraced rather large masses of the population 
and gradually increases the number of its members. But everything 
ultimately depends on the terms of the loan. The Artel is going 
through a difficult financial situation. We had to push hard to help 
her. Rosselbank 32 did something, helped, and it was as if the 
Lipaevskoe partnership had coped with the most acute difficulties. 


Voice. How much did they get? 
Kaminsky. All his debt is, it seems, 60 thousand rubles. 


The question of the rationalization of labor is inextricably linked 
with the question of streamlining the internal life in collective farms. 
This, by the way, is the spite of the day in the life of collective farms. 
On collective farms there are frequent contentions, frictions, 
squabbles. They take place mainly on economic grounds and are 
quickly eliminated as labor conditions and pay are rationalized and 
relations within collective farms are simplified. Where collective 
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farms are growing economically and there is a strong leadership 
nucleus, these internal diseases of the collective farms are quickly 
eliminated. As regards the leading core of collective farms, it should 
be said that in most cases it is composed of party comrades, as well 
as former military comrades. In the North Caucasus, these are 
mostly former Budenovites 33... If war breaks out, the collective 
farms will find themselves in immediate danger of disintegration, 
because the main leading group are former military workers, 
Budenovites, who are most devoted to the cause to the last degree. 


Rykov. Will they fall apart because they will be part of the Red 
Army? 


Kaminsky. Yes, these are former soldiers, Budenovites, who will go 
to the Red Army. The same is observed in Siberia, where the former 
partisans are the main nucleus. As for the total composition of the 
members of the collective farms, it is currently 90% peasant. The 
increase in members is at the expense of the local peasantry. In this 
respect, we can definitely say that the attitude of the local 
population towards collective farms has improved, the composition 
of associations and artels is changing in the direction of an increase 
in the number of peasants in them. As the work and life of collective 
farms improves, their material condition also rises. They are turning 
from consumer farms into commodity farms. An interesting 
phenomenon is noticed in this area. In a number of regions, there is 
a gradual specialization in the economic activity of collective farms, 
there are collective farms with a seed-growing bias, a livestock- 
raising bias, 


What organizational forms of collective farm development should 
be considered the most rational and deserving of special attention? 
It seems to us that we should develop all forms, from the simplest 
to the most complex. Of course, the simplest forms of collectives 
have the greatest mass significance; However, one should not relax 
attention to higher forms either. For the poor, they may be the main 
forms of organization. All the workers of the collective farms insist 
on this, and when at the congress of collective farms someone says 
something bad about the commune, this causes great indignation. 
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All forms of collective farm movement must be supported. The most 
important thing is that the collective farmers themselves keep a 
course towards the most massive forms of organizing the artel. Most 
of them will be partnerships and artels, but in many cases, for certain 
groups of the population, communes can also be such mass forms. 
It is also necessary to develop preparatory, auxiliary forms of 
collectivization: machine, land reclamation partnerships, etc. 
Recently, the question of the forms of organization of the movement 
itself has become extremely timely. My time is up, I have to ask for 
another 10 min. 


Rykov. Comrade Kaminsky asks for 10 minutes. No objections? 


Kaminsky. How to organize the leadership of the collective farm 
movement? What organizational relationships should be 
established between collective farms and other types of 
agricultural? cooperation? The specific question is whether 
collective farms should enter into general unions and centers of 
agricultural production. cooperatives or can they have their own 
special unions? Until now, we have solved the problem in such a 
way that they should enter into general unions, however, forming 
independent sections with them. 


In our country, with every union, including the Selskosoyuz, the 
organization of a special section of collective farms is allowed. 
However, not all collective farm workers are satisfied with this 
situation, and many of them continue to insist on organizing special 
unions not only for organizational, but also for economic service of 
collective farms. We consider the latter type of service to the 
collective farms to be incorrect in terms of marketing, credit, supply, 
and organization of production. Is it possible to assume that these 
tasks will be better fulfilled by the universal collective farm unions 
than by the general agricultural unions developing along the line of 
specialization? cooperation? 


And on the other hand, is it possible to put the question in such a 
way that the collective farms organize their own potato union, their 
own dairy union, their own credit union, etc. This formulation of the 
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question is sufficient to make sure that it is completely impossible to 
resolve the question of rational economic services to collective farms 
outside the existing associations of agricultural enterprises. 
cooperation. Since the collective farms have their own special tasks, 
they can form special sections under general unions; they can also 
create non-trade associations for organizational service of their 
needs and representation of their interests in the form of councils, 
collective farms, bureaus, congresses, etc. 


We admit, however, the existence of special associations of 
collective farms of a production type, such as the organization of a 
tractor base for a whole group of collective farms, this is a cluster 
association, which constitutes a common base for the supply of fuel, 
spare parts, and repair shops. 


Such bases of cluster associations serve to service one or two dozen 
collective farms in a given area. They may have two or three 
agronomists for their service. 


But we do not see any need for organizing special union associations 
of collective farms in the area of sales, supply, credit, and 
production. 


Trotsky. Is there any organization in the center now? 


Kaminsky. Yes, there is a Council of Collective Farms in the center, 
it is in charge of the ideological and organizational leadership. This 
is, so to speak, the governing body of the collective farms. 


Stalin. But does he know and account? 
Kaminsky. Yes, he has a statistical and accounting apparatus. 
Trotsky. Is he at NKZem? 


Kaminsky. No, under the Selskosoyuz. NKZem concentrates only 
the registration of statutes. 


Separate the collective farms from the production and marketing 
associations of agricultural cooperation means going backward, not 
forward. If we now organized on the ground unions of collective 


403 


farms and the All-Russian Union of Collective Farms with 
operational functions, then this would be nothing but a repetition in 
the worst form of the experience of serving agricultural enterprises. 
cooperation through universal organizations, an experience 
condemned by the entire history of the cooperative movement. 
Currently, there are 23 special collective farm unions, their 
experience also warns against organizing such unions. 


Organizing them would mean not a step forward, but a step back, 
because collective farms are developing in the direction of 
specialization, they are taking seed, livestock, and other directions, 
etc. and together with the entire system of s.-kh. they need 
cooperation for their service in special organizations, and not in 
universal associations. On this issue, some comrades will object and 
defend the independence of the collective farms, etc., but this is 
more of an initiative in words, because despite the fact that we 
recently passed a resolution at a session of the Council of Collective 
Farms on the deduction of 10 kopecks from each tithe of collective 
farms for the maintenance of the Council of Collective Farms, it 
turned out that they had not yet contributed a penny, and in the 
collective farms there are up to 3 million dessiatines. 


Trotsky. Collective farms have about 2 million dessiatines. 


Kaminsky. I may be wrong, Comrade Trotsky, I cannot vouch for 
the accuracy of the figure, at least about 3 million. 


Trotsky. Maybe I'm wrong, I have this information somewhere. 


Kaminsky. When we passed a resolution on the financing of the 
Council, it happened that they did not give us a dime, the collective 
farms still have very little material self-activity. There is a lot of 
activity there, I would say political activity. The most advanced 
revolutionary elements of the countryside gathered on the collective 
farms. These are the layers that are closest to us, I am confident in 
these layers, in their support. But they are still too weak to exist 
divorced from agricultural affairs. cooperation. They still lack the 
strength and resources for this. Meanwhile, the idea of creating 
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special unions of collective farms has been advanced and supported 
by a significant group of collective farm workers. 


Trotsky. Union as economic bodies or governing bodies? 


Kaminsky. Some also insist on economic functions. This is insisted, 
for example, by Comrade. Krutoshinsky, who will present his point 
of view here. I believe that this should be resolutely disputed and 
the expedient forms of merging collective farms should be firmly 
determined. It seems to me that we should strive to create councils 
and sections of collective farms without operational functions. It 
must be added that it would be dangerous to isolate the collective 
farms politically from the general system. 


Stalin. For whom is it dangerous? 


Kaminsky. For us since this would mean leaving the production and 
marketing systems of agricultural products. cooperation of the most 
revolutionary elements. A final note on lending to collective farms. 
In this respect, the situation is as bad as possible. If Comrade. 
Svidersky complains about SKhBank at a time when Rosselbank is 
right in his pocket, then what do we have to say? We have no 
support from this side. Meanwhile, the collective farm movement 
has entered a stage of development when it cannot develop without 
credit. If at first the collective farms could still feed on the 
inheritance of landlord estates, now there are no more such sources. 
The question of strengthening and rationalizing lending to collective 
farms is therefore one of the most important questions, and I hope 
that the Politburo will give absolutely precise directives on this 
question. 


Trotsky. I have a comment about tables 34. The collective farm 
movement is united here, but it is not clear on what territory. I 
cannot figure out - the general figures for the RSFSR or the USSR. 
What is said about an increase of 23% from a tithe, about 2370 tithes 
and so on - is it the RSFSR or the USSR? And Ukraine? It's hard to 
figure it out. I hope that you will clarify, when you have a word, 
these numbers and determine what's what. 
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Chairman. Comrade Rosit has the floor. 


Rosit. I must note from the outset that the general assessment given 
by Comrade Svidersky and which, in fact, catches the eye of 
everyone who is more closely involved in state farms, that is, the 
general assessment that state farms are still growing, that the sown 
area is expanding , the harvest is slowly, but improving, that live 
inventory is being added to the state farms, this general assessment 
is absolutely indisputable, this is said by our materials, this is also 
said by the materials of departments. The fact of the growth of state 
farms is indisputable. There is also an indisputable issue that should 
be noted and emphasized that our state farms have few loans. We 
have a decree of the Orgburo of February 9, 1925 on state farms, and 
in this decree it "was given" as a party directive for government 
bodies and funding bodies to provide state farms with "a permanent 
renewing loan in the amount of 5 million rubles.35... This decree, 
this directive has not been implemented. It is equally true that not 
all technical enterprises located on the territory of state farms have 
been transferred completely to state farms and in this sense state 
farms do not have everything that they should have according to the 
party directive. It is also true that in the area of the labor issue, which 
Ancelovich will talk about, salaries are delayed in many places. 
There is such information, and it should be noted. All these facts are 
very important, and I emphasize them at the very beginning in order 
to avoid any misunderstandings. But when we note general facts, 
especially such cardinal issues as the issue of financing state farms, 
then, dealing with this issue and in this case supporting the state 
farms and those NKZem organizations that are supposed to lead 
state farm construction, we should definitely take another side of the 
matter, take the question of overhead costs in the field of state farm 
construction. If we have the growth of state farms, this is mainly due 
to the very favorable situation in recent years for agriculture. The 
state farm is, after all, a large farm, which has technical advantages 
over small peasant farms, and given a favorable economic situation, 
the very fact of the growth of state farms does not yet speak of the 
deliberately thoughtful leadership of state farm construction on the 
part of the land agencies and seltrests. But it is precisely in this 
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environment of growth and the lack of credit for state farms that the 
question of overhead costs and the organizational system governing 
state farm development becomes of paramount importance. 


Here I am forced to state that the rapporteur of the Narkomzem 36 
completely bypassed the issue of overhead costs. In his report, he 
did not devote a single word to this issue. 


Voice. He left you (laughter). 


Rosit. Then listen to me if this was left for me. On this issue, I will be 
based on our RCT data, which we received directly. It is necessary 
to elucidate this issue, because, when we come to the issue of 
lending and financing of state farms, we considered it necessary to 
put the second side of the question - about overhead costs, about the 
system of management of state farm construction at full height, 
because if the system is bad, then no matter how many credits, they 
will not be used as appropriately as necessary. 


But the question of overhead is a big question. In my presentation, I 
will be guided by the following three sections. If we take the 
growing agricultural farms - how are these state farms to be 
managed, what is the superstructure that should lead this entire big 
movement in the field of building large agricultural farms? I will 
dwell on three links above the state farms. Such links are seltrests of 
the provincial or regional scale. Then we have an all-union 
association in the form of the Gosselsyndikat, and, finally, the third 
is the People's Commissariat of Agriculture, which is entrusted by 
our legislation with the direct management of state farm 
construction. I'll start with the People's Commissariat of Agriculture 
and with the land authorities in general: how did they fulfill their 
role? We have been building state farms for several years. We have 
some history on this issue, and this story can take into account the 
work of the land authorities in terms of assistance to growing state 
farms. By the decree of the Orgburo on state farms, which was 
issued at the beginning of the 25th year, and the decree of the 
Council of People's Commissars of March 6 of the same year 37 it 
was said definitely that the land management of the state farms 
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should be completed in 25-26. In the materials that were presented 
to the Politburo, it was clearly indicated that the land management 
of state farms was not completed and that there was no confidence 
that it would be completed in the current year. According to the 
People's Commissariat for Land, 7% are not limited from the 
surrounding peasant land, and according to the Gosselsyndikat, 
22% are not settled. Comrade Svidersky spoke about the 
relationship between state farms and peasant farms, pointed out 
that the harvest in state farms is higher, but if we take the political 
side of the issue, then it seems to me that the unresolved land 
disputes that should be resolved in the order of land management. 


Rykov. Right. 


Rosit. And the delay on this issue on the part of the People's 
Commissariat for Land, which has in its hands the entire land 
management apparatus, whose job it was to carry out this work and 
for which it could in no case be unbearable, we consider it necessary 
to direct the Narkomzem to blame for the failure to fulfill this task. 


He was entrusted with the direct management of state farm 
construction, and failure to fulfill such a cardinal task, which, along 
with other sources, feeds peasant discontent, is a big blunder. This 
means that NKZem and some local zemborgans to a certain extent 
stand apart from the state farms. And this conclusion, in fact, is not 
at all accidental, it will be seen from the further presentation. 


On the issue of overhead costs, the statistics are very weak. State 
farm reporting is varied and also weak, despite the overloading of 
state farms with various reporting requirements. The data that we 
have in the surveys of the Russian Communist Party of 24-25 
indicate that the overhead costs are incredibly high. The 
development of these data gives the following picture: for winter 
rye direct costs - 36%, overheads - 63%, wheat - direct costs 52%, 
overheads - 47%, for factory beets direct costs - 50.8%, overheads - 
49.2%, i.e., half and half, and sometimes more overhead half. 


Rykov. Is it from the cost? 
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Rosit. Yes, if you take the sale price, it breaks down into direct and 
overhead costs. Here's how it goes with this overhead. The picture 
is extremely dysfunctional. The question is, given the general 
growth of the economy ... 


Rykov. How to separate direct and overhead costs? 


Rosit. If we take direct costs, these are the wages of state farm 
workers, accounting for the value of livestock, implements and 
general depreciation of the farm. These are direct costs. If you take 
the payment for the apparatus, interest on capital, all sorts of capes 
and so on, then this will be, approximately, overhead costs. I say this 
question needs to be worked out, closest attention is required, 
especially now, when the rise of the state farms is outlined. And we 
have not heard a word about this from the representative of 
NKZem. 


I pass on to the next question that needs to be touched upon when 
we talk about the role of NKZem in state farm construction. As I 
have pointed out earlier, "On agricultural trusts’ management 
system trustified state farms was entrusted directly to NKZem or 
through its local decree of the Central Executive Committee and 
SNK of March 30, the 25th year 38. If we take a closer look at how 
they carried out this task entrusted by the decree of the All-Russian 
Central Executive Committee and the Council of People's 
Commissars of March 30, 25 to NKZem, then we must say that they 
did not fulfill this task, a direct task for NKZem. Until now, NKZem 
itself has paid very little attention to state farms. We had an 
extremely weak cell in NKZem, which was supposed to assist, help, 
take into account the role of state farms in the general construction 
of agriculture. 


If you take such a body as the Gosselsyndikat, it still exists without 
a charter. His activities, which I will touch upon later, are outside 
the scope of the charter. The same is the case with individual 
seltrust, which exist in the RSFSR, and they do not have statutes. If 
we take the provision on individual state farms, that is, the provision 
on trusted state farms of NKZem, but it is not being implemented. 
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Here, the control of NKZem itself is especially necessary, so that 
NkKZem looks through the work of trusts, knows whether 
instructions are being followed, whether the managers of state farms 
are given a minimum of independence so that they can work and 
manage the farm in order to avoid crazy centralization in which 
trusts want to manage from the province or regional center state 
farms, sometimes spread-out hundreds of miles from the trust. Now 
such phenomena are observed. This management cannot be 
centralized to such an extent. The task of direct real leadership and 
direction from the NKZem by the work of the Gosselsyndikat and 
individual state farms is not being carried out. 


The next question is the long-term plan of the state farms. The 
comrades assure that the work is already coming to an end. And, in 
general, the state farms will have a long-term plan. But our surveys 
this year found that this work is not only coming to an end, but also 
very poorly done. The work on drawing up a consolidated long- 
term plan of state farms is not based on the organizational plans of 
individual state farms, and therefore will not be of practical 
importance for the work of state farms. It must be said that the 
primary materials of this long-term plan are rather defective. Let's 
take, say, a typical example of the North Caucasus Seltrest. The 
North Caucasian Seltrest envisaged, according to a long-term plan, 
to keep its trust apparatus within 215,000 rubles. in 1932, but he has 
already reached this figure this year, in the 26th year. For the same 
year, they had a figure of 93,000 rubles. Therefore, in perspective, 
the figure does not correspond to reality. 


The materials, as shown by a survey of the same North Caucasian 
Seltrest, were not coordinated with the local land authorities, they 
were not considered by them. This situation exists not only with the 
plan of the North Caucasian Seltrest, but also with the plans of many 
other trusts. With such primary materials, one has to doubt that the 
long-term plans that are drawn up in the center correspond to 
reality. Local land bodies play a very small role in assisting state 
farms, show little interest and help them little. I will now dwell on 
agricultural work, about which Comrade Svidersky also spoke. He 
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said that this work is unprofitable now, and this is partly true. But 
the state farms themselves undertake this work, the state farms 
themselves are asking for this work. This is also indicated in the 
memo which the directors of the seltrests wrote to the so-called.39. 
Here the directors complain directly and say that the trusted state 
farms are being ignored in the field of agricultural measures in the 
area of production plans of the land authorities. Agricultural work 
is to a certain extent unprofitable, but this work of the state farms 
must really be linked to the plans of the land authorities, which has 
not yet happened or which has been very weak. It is really necessary 
to really include the state farms in the plans of the work of the 
zemorgs. It can be said more, in the organizational scheme "state 
farms-trust-syndicate"” which Svidersky defended here, the land 
authorities and NKZem itself completely fell out. and the 
Gosselsyndikat is set up as a trust of all seltrests. We are against such 
a trust of trusts represented by the Gosselsyndikat. There is no need 
to screw up such crazy centralization. Gosselsyndikat should be a 
more flexible organization. 


In the same way, there is nothing to create the illusion that the state 
farms, with their agricultural work, can be isolated from the land 
authorities, as the People's Commissariat of Agriculture does with 
its "state farm-trust-syndicate" scheme. It is necessary to point out to 
the land authorities that they are primarily responsible for the task 
and that they are primarily responsible for the work of state farms. 
We have very good party guidelines. We have guidelines from the 
highest Soviet bodies so that the land bodies come close to the state 
farms. It is necessary that the county (district) land department 
should listen to the state farm located on its territory, so that this 
county (district) department would include the state farms in the 
plan of measures for agriculture, which is carried out by the land 
authorities. We don't have that. No - as a rule, there is - as an 
exception. But it needs to be the other way around. It is necessary 
that the whole system of land organs is real, and not only on paper, 
would assist the state farms, would carry out, whenever possible, 
through the state farms, agricultural measures to influence the 
dispersed peasant economy. In such cases, it is not necessary to keep 
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the state farms on payment, as is often observed now. I think that 
the organizational chart that Comrade Svidersky gives is incorrect. 
The supreme body in the construction of state farms should be 
NKZem, it cannot and should not be replaced by some kind of trust 
of trusts in the person of Gosselsyndikat. We must remember that 
our state farms can influence small peasant farming. Here they say 
that there are many peasants in NKZem and therefore the state 
farms should be kept away from NKZem and the land authorities. I 
think that we will not be able to build a closed system of state farms 
isolated from the land authorities. Likewise, harmful are rumors 
about the hostile opposition between zemborgans and state farms. 
Semorgans should assist in the construction of state farms. 


Now I turn to the work of the Gosselsyndikat and in the end I will 
dwell on the collective farms. Gosselsyndikat is a union association 
of state farms. It includes shareholders and Ukrainian seltrest and 
Belarusian seltrest. And therefore, in this case, it is very important 
to dwell on it. First of all, about the share capital of the 
Gosselsyndikat. This share capital is not available now. 


Voice. He was, but very small. 


Rosit. It was not enough - this is true, but our examination 
established that he disappeared. 


Ancelovich. They gave him little. 


Rosit. It is absolutely correct that little was given of it, but it cannot 
be said that it was not given at all. 


Voice. How much did they give? 
Rosit. 540 thousand rubles in cash, excluding tractor property. 


I will dwell on the disappearance of equity capital in more detail. 
According to the report for 1923-24, approved by the State Revenue 
Department of the People's Commissariat of Finance, 
Gosselsyndikat made a profit of 2,927 rubles, and now, in the 26th 
year, during our survey it was revealed that there is no profit at all, 
but on the contrary, there is a loss of 304,000. rub. This, together with 
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the loss of the previous year, absorbed the entire share capital. It is 
important to take into account that this disappearance of the share 
capital is not explained by the unprofitability of some seltrests. I'm 
talking about the direct balance of the Gosselsyndikat. which does 
not include losses of individual state farms and seltrests. Thus, the 
disappearance of this capital is just as objective a fact as the little that 
was given [for the long-term plan] in the form of a share capital to 
Gosselindikat. 


But how could this have happened? From the side of Gosselsyndikat 
we had a very big passion for retail. 


Rykov (chairman). In Gosselsyndikate - what are there, cars? 


Rosit. No, it will be Gosselsklad 40, and Gosselsyndikat is an 
amalgamation of individual seltrests, there are about 42 of them. 
This is an amalgamation of state farms. 


Rykov. Is this the supreme organ of state farms? 


Rosit. Yes, if you like, it can be called the supreme body of state 
farms, but I believe that it is the highest after NKZem. In my opinion, 
it is necessary that NKZem should be the supreme body of state 
farms, so that it would manage all state farms. 


Our survey, which we completed recently, found that retail trade in 
Gosselsyndikat was extremely large. In 1923-24 there were 13 retail 
trade units, and in 1924-1925 we have 43. 


Stalin. And they lost on this. 


Rosit. They lost exactly. Gosselsyndikat has a loss of about 1 million 
rubles as a result of trade and commercial activities for 3 years. 


Rykov. And what does the Gosselsyndikat trade? 


Rosit. Butter, milk, apples, wine, hay, and various other agricultural 
products, partly livestock; Gosselsyndikat has its own 
slaughterhouse 41 departments. However, it would be wrong to say 
that the products of state farms occupy a prominent place in the 
trade of the Gosselsyndikat. 
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In the bulk, at least 2/3, he traded in someone else's, not state farm 
products. This must be borne in mind when we talk about the 
Gosselsyndikate. Targeted loans for state farms went through the 
Gosselsyndikat. What happened to these targeted loans? They used 
these targeted loans to a significant extent in retail trade. This delay 
of targeted loans from direct assignment by January 1, 26th was 
about 3 million rubles. 


Kosior. And what is the total amount? 
Rosit. Their total amount is much higher. 
Kosior. How much? 


Rosit. According to the balance sheet of 1924-25, they received about 
8 million rubles of targeted loans. 


Voice. 3 million 800. 


Rosit. If you say that only 3 million, I must say that this figure is not 
true. But that about 3 million rubles were detained. targeted loans - 
that's right. The comrades from the Gosselsyndikat have one 
interesting reasoning which they put forward in response to this 
reproach. They say: “Seltrests owe us more on promissory notes 
than we owe them, how is it possible, under these conditions, to 
assert that we are delaying targeted loans; Seltrests owe us more 
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than we owe them. ' 


Regarding this reasoning, it must be said definitely that this fact of 
the Gosselsyndikat's bills of exchange, reaching tens of millions of 
rubles in the absence of its own share capital, this fact speaks of the 
picture, I would say bluntly, of debauchery, lack of solidity in 
staging, frivolity in operations, which is allowed in this the case of 
the leaders of the Gosselsyndikat. I understand when a bank with 
fixed assets conducts bills of exchange in the tens of millions of 
rubles. But if Gosselsyndikat, not having a penny of its fixed capital, 
conducts such operations, then this cannot inspire anything other 
than suspicion from the banking credit system, except distrust. 
Gosselsyndikat reproaches the credit system, in particular the 
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Central Agricultural Bank, that it gives them little credit. I think this 
is correct. 


The last question about the states in the Gosselsyndicate. On January 
1, 24, they had 101 units and this state cost 124 thousand rubles. in 
year. On April 1, 26th, the state increased to 843 units and costs 
839,631 rubles. in year. 


Trotsky. It's in the center. 


Rosit. Yes, this is a central syndicate state, including shops and 
including a small number, a few dozen, of those workers who drive 
around in the Gosselsyndikat trucks. 


Trotsky. Do they have representatives in the districts? 


Rosit. They rely on trusts. But the trusts' apparatuses are not 
included in the 843. In Leningrad, it is true, they have a branch, but 
I will tell you about Leningrad later. 


Stalin. This does not exclude the possibility that they may have 
branches. 


Rosit. They have a Moscow branch as a retail branch and a 
Leningrad branch. When the survey was carried out, we insisted on 
a tough immediate reduction of the entire staff of the syndicate to 
about 100, maximum 150 units. Then we demanded that the 
Gosselsyndikat liquidate retail trade as quickly as possible (in the 
next month or two). The comrades from the Gosselsyndikat were 
bargaining and demanded a postponement for these events until 
January 1, 1926. 


Voice. How much does the device cost? 


Rosit. This unit, which has more than 800 people, costs about 850 
thousand rubles. in year. And this despite the general poverty of 
loans for state farms. 


Yes, I forgot to say that for trade, including wholesale, overhead 
costs are about 23%. As you can see, the percentage is very high. In 
addition, the entire actual trade turnover in 1924-25 in the 
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Gosselsyndikat amounted to 16,163,000 rubles, including 5,218,000 
rubles for wholesale trade. (32%), and the remaining 10,946,000 
rubles. (68%) accounted for retail trade and small wholesale going 
to retail. The wholesale turnover has been falling from year to year. 
Comrades from NKZem and Gosselsyndikat are trying to prove the 
opposite by means of incorrect grouping of data. But here such a 
question may arise, if this is the picture of the work of the 
Gosselsyndicate, is the Gosselsyndicate itself necessary? And the 
workers of the People's Commissariat of Agriculture and the 
Gosselsyndikat. sometimes responsible workers, succumbing to 
departmental enthusiasm, sometimes directly declare, if you draw 
such a work of the Gosselsyndikat, then you are against the 
Gosselsyndikat. At the same time, comrades very often begin to 
reproach that RCT has a departmental approach, etc. Such 
reproaches are wrong and must be firmly dismissed. Based on the 
survey materials, we come to the conclusion that the Gosselsyndikat 
must exist, that there must be a unification of agricultural 
organizations. trusts, an all-Union association represented by 
Gosselsyndikat. 


Rykov. Is there a union association now? 


Rosit. Gosselsyndikat is the union association. But we believe that 
the role of this allied syndicate should be the role of the allied 
syndicate. He should not directly administer or manage state farms 
from Moscow. He must work on the wholesale of agricultural 
products. trusts and state farms, conduct wholesale supply 
operations and be an intercessor here in the center of loans for state 
farms. Comrades say you are taking him to the role of hucksters. 


Kosior. Just the opposite. 


Rosit. I must also say that it is quite the opposite. This is, on the one 
hand, and on the other hand, if he really, having his own capital, 
considers his primary task to sell products and supply state farms, 
then under these conditions, what prevents him from consulting 
with the directors of trusts when selling products, when supplying 
them, when organizing a sowing campaign, etc. Some comrades say 
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that they directly reproached us that the RKI-Central Control 
Commission, discussing the question of state farms, could not rise 
above the roof of the Gosselsyndikat. I sweep it aside and say that 
this roof is very important, tens of millions are turning under it. 
There is also such a law - the resolution of the Council of People's 
Commissars of the RSFSR dated May 15, 1925 42, who says that the 
Gosselsyndikat should not have direct management of the 
production of seltrests and state farms, that the Gosselsyndikat 
economically affects the organization of production through sales 
and supply, that it does not need to be given administrative rights. 
There is such a law. And the comrades in this case from 
Gosselsyndikat and NKZem stubbornly include in the draft charter 
such a clause that the syndicate must manage production. 


Svidersky. And they did it in spite of you. 


Rosit.I do not know where you spent, in any case, until recently it 
was not. For our part, we object to this. In addition, there is a law of 
the All-Russian Central Executive Committee and the Council of 
People's Commissars of March 30, 25 (I do not know about the 
abolition of this law), which says that production functions should 
not be given to Gosselsyndikat. Instead of real implementation of 
these absolutely correct government decrees, the comrades at 
NKZem are engaged in a very harmful way on this issue - gag. 
Finishing this question, I say, our opinion is that Gosselindikat 
should not be given direct command of production. There is a law, 
we need to make NKZem comply with it. For the second year they 
have been pulling bagpipes and do not comply with this law and 
maintain in the apparatus of the Gosselsyndikat some kind of 
economic planning department, one staff of which for two years 
(until 1926.) has already cost the state farms 147,629 rubles. And this 
expense for the syndicate must be reduced, if not completely 
eliminated. 


The last link is the seltrest apparatuses below the Gosselsyndikat. 
They are available in almost every province, and where zoning with 
regional division is carried out, there are regional seltrests. This 
device, in our opinion, is also incredibly expensive and creates very 
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high overhead costs. At the end of 1925, the Central Control 
Commission signaled the high cost of this apparatus to the NKZem 
and Gosselsyndikat in connection with the dispatch of members of 
the Central Control Commission to examine the lower apparatus in 
the countryside. In particular, such information was available for 
Kaluga. Kaluga state farms are mostly rather small state farms, in 
total there are about 25 state farms in the province. Then it turned 
out that one apparatus of the Govseltrest costs 25 thousand rubles. 
It turned out that state farms, on average, each had 1,000 rubles. 
must give for the maintenance of the provincial apparatus. Our state 
farms grow, rise, but if 1000 rubles are withdrawn from them. for 
one content of the Gubseltrest apparatus, they are not so rich as to 
have such an expensive apparatus. We signaled that it is necessary 
to reduce overhead costs, that the state farms cannot afford to 
maintain such an expensive trust apparatus. However, until very 
recently NKZem either did nothing or did very little on this issue. 
Quite recently, in May 1926, an examination of the Leningrad 
Gubernia Seltrest and the North Caucasian Regional Seltrest was 
carried out. In the Leningrad Seltrest, the picture turned out that, in 
addition to the Seltrest apparatus, there is also a branch of the 
Gosselsyndikat of 140 people. And if you take only the trust 
apparatus itself, in 1925 it cost 42,419 rubles. 59 kopecks, or 4 rubles. 
72 kopecks. on a tithe of comfortable land, not including the 
Leningrad branch of the Celtrest government. How will state farms 
grow with such a trust and syndicate apparatus? If we take the 
North Caucasian Regional Seltrest, then here for a tithe of 
comfortable land (there are large powerful state farms, growing 
state farms, sheer joy, living proof that state farms can grow and 
rise) there is about 2 rubles. 06 kopecks And I must make a 
reservation about this figure. It turns out from them that the regional 
trust apparatus costs about 215 thousand rubles, but this also 
includes interest in the amount of about 70 thousand rubles for 
capital. If we drop this last figure from the cost of maintaining the 
administration of the regional seltrest, then the figure for a tithe of 
convenient land will not be 2 rubles. 06 kopecks, and about 1 rub. 25 
kopecks but even if you take 1 rub. 25 kopecks, then this is too 
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expensive for a tithe of comfortable land. This time. Secondly, 
capital interest overheads cannot be excluded from the total 
overheads. This is also an overhead expense, no matter how the 
comrades from NKZem and Gosselsyndikat argue against it. When 
calculating the overhead costs, I used the tithe of the convenient 
land as the basis. The comrades also object to this and say that the 
trust also has industrial enterprises. It is true that there are 
subsidiary enterprises. But at the same time, the vitality and fidelity 
of this calculation on a tithe of comfortable land is indisputable, 
because in our state farms, a tithe of convenient land is the basis of 
any calculation. This calculation per tithe of comfortable land is 
conditional, but it is very important. 


In the same way, the use of targeted loans is used to maintain the 
gubernatorial apparatus. According to the Leningrad survey and 
the Tver survey of the local RCI, it is clear that there targeted loans 
are used to maintain the apparatus. There is only one conclusion for 
us here: the trusting of state farms is the right measure, the right 
way, but it is necessary to reduce the cost of the apparatus itself. This 
is also clear to us, and we emphasize it with all our might. 


In closing, I must draw the following main conclusions. In the field 
of state farm construction, our main conclusions are that lending 
and financing of state farms is not enough, technical enterprises that 
provide benefits and support to our state farms have not been 
transferred to them, that all this needs to be strengthened and that 
the demands of the comrades who are working on the construction 
of our state farms in this regard are correct. But this requirement 
must be combined with another measure - a tough reduction in 
overhead costs for the maintenance of the administrative apparatus, 
to create an apparatus that would be within the pocket of our rising 
state farm system. This is the second conclusion. I must add that 
banks are also pointing out the need to reduce overhead costs. They 
agree that loans are small, but it is no less true when they require the 
system itself to be streamlined. The third conclusion is that NKZem 
should come close to the state farms. NKZem and local land 
authorities should include state farms in their system of events so 
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that directors do not complain that NKZem ignores them when 
holding cultural events. 


A few words about collective farms. Comrade Kaminsky said that it 
is necessary to prohibit collective farms from creating their own 
center, and this is what the resolution says. We believe, based on the 
development of materials for the survey of collective farms, that 
there is no need to rush into this issue and should not be prohibited 
from it. Comrade Kaminsky said that union union should not be 
allowed. Comrade Kaminsky do not shade, you have Oil Center 43 
and other centers. 


For all of them, you recognize, in most cases, the possibility of 
uniting on a republican scale or on a union scale. All of you 
acknowledge this, but in this case you want the Politburo to say now 
that industrial agricultural cooperatives should be banned from 
having their own branch. I am finishing. When talking about 
communes, the question of the charter of the commune itself must 
be raised. We can make concessions in the area of regulations, not 
communize everything, but if only we can keep large economic 
units. This is where the bylaws issue is important. Weakening of 
every way of life in our communes, which in many cases represent 
large economic areas, [are possible]. You can go for indulgences, if 
only to preserve the commune as a real unit of large-scale farming, 
through which it is possible to influence small-scale peasant farming 
in the direction of its reorganization. 


Rykov. Comrade has the floor. Ancelovich. 


Ancelovich. I would like to draw the attention of the Politburo to the 
fact that state farms employ about 100 thousand permanent workers 
and women workers, together with seasonal workers - 300 thousand 
people. Speaking about the work of the workers, we can say that 
they take out the state farms. They are taken out in two ways. Firstly, 
we in the state farms do not carry out practically some elementary 
labor protection measures. That this is not an exaggeration can be 
seen from the following. 


Stalin. Specifically, specifically. 
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Ancelovich. Yes, we have not yet carried out a number of labor 
protection measures in the interests of restoring state farms, with the 
consent of the workers. 


Stalin. Specifically, what are you not doing? 


Ancelovich. For example, in most state farms we do not carry out a 
normal working day, the necessary wage increases and a whole 
series of other measures. The attitude of workers to state farms is 
also characterized by another important fact: workers annually for 
4-5 months, especially before harvesting, give loans to state farms. 
State farm workers see no better way out of their difficult situation 
than to restore their farms and then create more normal working 
conditions on this basis. But so that the efforts of s.-kh. workers for 
the restoration of state farms were not in vain, it is necessary to 
practically resolve the issue of financing and loans to state farms. 


In conditions when the state farms are showing their viability, it is 
necessary, finally, to raise this question more seriously than it has 
been raised up to now. Even the credit that is given to state farms is 
given every time, either for six months or more with a delay, or 
almost on conditions that are onerous for the development of state 
farms. In the spring, after the plowing period has been disrupted, 
they are given for harvesting, and in the fall, having disrupted the 
harvest and the winter campaign, for the spring plowing. This 
introduces the state farms into a disadvantageous deal, violates any 
production plan, and the result is not a loan, but some kind of 
mockery. 


Voice. And you use for plowing what they give for harvesting. 


Ancelovich. It's not as easy as they say. But at this time a new 
agricultural campaign begins, and new needs are not taken into 
account. Each agricultural campaign is a whole event in the 
development of state farms. At the same time, the point in many 
cases is not only in the size of the loan, but also in the fact that the 
loan is given on unacceptable conditions. There is a resolution of the 
Organizing Bureau of the Central Committee of the Party to take 
from the state farms no more than 8%, but in fact the state farms pay 
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12-18% 44. Credit institutions resort to all sorts of tricks to raise these 
interest rates. 


Another fact of the wrong credit policy in relation to state farms is 
the failure to comply with the Orgburo's resolution on the continuity 
of credit for state farms. I also draw the attention of the Politburo to 
the following extremely important fact, whether the s.-kh. 
subsidiary industrial enterprises on state farms, and we think of a 
state farm as a combine, exist if they (mills, oil churns, distilleries, 
etc.) are not even secured with some kind of credit, and on average 
the creditworthiness of state farms is in any case not lower than 
many associations s.-kh. cooperatives using a fairly broad credit. 


The financial situation of the state farms is undoubtedly difficult, 
but they have not yet been provided with basic capital. Equally, the 
fixed capital was not given to the Gosselindikat. The fact that here 
they refer to some fixed capital of the Gosselsyndikat is a simple 
misunderstanding. They were given broken, rejected tractors, and 
they were credited to the fixed capital. Deficiencies, mistakes, 
unnecessary overhead costs — all this is indisputable, we do not 
deny this as the Central Committee of the Union 45, they did take 
place. But this statement alone is not enough to show the state of the 
state farms and what needs to be done for them. 


The Gosselindikat, as I have already said, was not given basic, let 
alone working capital, and it was forced to follow the path of retail 
trade in order to find some means to support its apparatus. This path 
was Clearly unsuccessful, wrong - the shops were burned out. But in 
order not to push the Gosselsyndikat to wrong actions, a year or two 
ago it was necessary to seriously raise the question of financing and 
lending to state farms. 


Yes, if we want to preserve the state farms, based on their viability 
and importance, then we need to provide them and_ their 
associations, including the Gosselsyndikat, with elementary credit, 
and not pursue an unacceptable credit policy towards them from 
year to year. The Politburo must be told that if a dozen or two state 
farms are liquidated every year, it is not at all because the peasants 
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are badly disposed towards the state farms. I personally visited the 
state farms and, as the chairman of the union, I must say that in any 
region the bulk of the peasants prefer to liquidate the preservation 
of existing state farms (except, of course, certain individuals, 
obvious kulaks) if these state farms create seed and pedigree 
material, give earnings, and pay on time and are at a significantly 
higher agricultural and technical level than the surrounding peasant 
farms. And if there are misunderstandings in any region, they are 
manifested primarily due to the fact that land management has not 
been carried out, and also due to the fact that the peasants do not 
see that the state is paying due attention to these state farms. This is 
undeniable. When all the state farms of the RSFSR have only 400 
tractors, this is where one should look for an explanation of the still 
bad attitude of some peasants towards the state farms. 


The average size of a state farm is 500-400 dessiatines. There is 
certainly no benefit to keeping one tractor on such a farm. After all, 
the profitability of a tractor can only be when there are several of 
them per farm. What are we seeing: tractors are already appearing 
in the individual peasant farms of the Kuban and Nikolayevshchina, 
but most of the state farms do not have them yet? If they want to 
avoid the question of liquidating state farms, then it is urgently 
necessary to carry out, firstly, land management at the expense of 
the state for 100%; secondly, to transform state farms into canals, 
conductors of all agricultural activities of the Soviet state among the 
peasantry, which, as a rule, has not been done so far; thirdly, it is 
necessary at congresses, in particular, Soviet and others, to say less 
that we are ready, they say, to liquidate certain state farms, as is, 
unfortunately, 


After all, this becomes known to the peasantry, and the peasantry 
ceases to regard state farms as a national value, in the preservation 
of which everyone is interested. The peasants think about factories, 
they say, but since they often talk about the liquidation of state 
farms, it means that they will be liquidated anyway. 


In conclusion, I would like to say the following. Comparing different 
types of large-scale state and cooperative agriculture in the current 
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conditions, in my opinion, one of the most viable forms of large- 
scale farming is the state farms. 


As for the collective farms, it must be said that for 20 thousand of 
these farms we have only 3,000 collective farms-communes. 


Stalin. Collective farms-communes,  collectivization, and 
consumption? 


Ancelovich. No, not required. The socialization of consumption is 
currently a rare phenomenon. There are very few clean communes. 
For 23 thousand business associations, what are called collectives, 
those where production is mainly socialized, only 3000, and the rest 
are partnerships and artels. And it must be said that the noted 
attitude towards state farms on the part of many, including credit 
authorities, also takes place in the field of collective farm 
development. We have no practice to study and in practice to assist 
the transition of artels and partnerships from the simplest forms of 
their development to more complex forms. The position of s.-kh. 
cooperation and the People's Commissariat for Land is correct in the 
sense that a general course is taken towards the most accessible, 
simplest forms for the peasantry. But at the same time, it is necessary 
to emphasize in the work on the practical assistance of the entire 
agricultural sector. cooperation, 


I think that the Politburo will take into account Comrade's remarks. 
Rosita about the large overhead costs of state farm trusts and the 
Gosselsyndikat, but the focus of this discussion will be made on the 
fact that the economic viability, the growth of state farms and their 
associations are no longer disputed by anyone, which was the case 
before. 


For their strengthening and development, state farms do not need 
such large amounts of crediting and financing, and even in the near 
future, significant results of economic and political significance can 
be obtained. 


But the money from financing and lending must be released in a 
timely manner and on more favorable terms. Until now, credit 
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policy has not made it possible to pay on time even the already low 
wages, which was and will be until this is eliminated not a 
prerequisite, but an obstacle to the further development of state 
farms as a form of socialist agriculture and the creation of strong 
cadres of an agricultural proletariat in them. 


Rykov (chairman). I give the floor to Comrade Vinnikov from 
Ukraine. Five minutes. 


Vinnikov. Let me dwell on the defects that we have in the field of 
collectivization and which the speaker, Comrade Kaminsky, did not 
dwell on. These defects are explained not only by objective 
conditions, but partly by our mistakes. The first defect to look out 
for is that we are more concerned with quantity than with quality in 
collective building. I'll tell you from the practice of Ukraine. In our 
country, collectivization has developed in different periods more 
spontaneously than naturally. The rapid, spontaneous growth of 
collective farms took place at a time when the economy was 
experiencing a severe crisis as a result of crop failures and when the 
state provided assistance, first of all, to collective farms with seeds 
and loans. This has been used by many. As a result, we had a lot of 
pseudo-collective farms. 


This experience, these tendencies of the population had to be taken 
into account, now we are using our incentive policy in relation to 
collective farms (preferential machine supply, tractor supply, 
crediting, etc.). In Ukraine, in one year more than 1,000 tractor 
associations were formed; [these tractor associations have become 
the focus of attention of banks, cooperatives and the state apparatus 
in general. ]They were organized not because there was a desire to 
move to collective forms of management, but many of them were 
formed because they wanted to get tractors, in other words, to use 
the encouraging policy of the state; and thanks to this we have a part 
of pseudo-comradeships, they disintegrate, and the tractors 
eventually go to one or two more prosperous peasants, while in 
Ukraine there are more than five thousand collective farms and half 
of them have shown themselves in organizational and economically 
on the best side and needs tractors. These collectives should be put 
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in the center of attention in the sense of servicing them, supplying 
them with tractors in the first place. These defects will need to be 
taken into account in the future, it seems to me, it should be 
established, as a rule, 


The second question is the issue of servicing collective farms. It must 
be stated that neither the land authorities, nor the agricultural. 
cooperation, which is entrusted with the service, this service is not 
adequately dealt with. Cooperation is engaged in servicing 
collectives insofar as it has commercial benefits from this, buys 
products from them and supplies them with the necessary items. 
This service [is or is based on a community of interest. But 
cooperation, of course, always unconditionally presents conditions 
that] are sometimes not beneficial to the collectives and, as a result, 
50% of the collectives are outside the cooperation, they do not go 
into cooperation, because they have no real service from the 
cooperation. 


Trotsky. That's it. 
Kaminsky. It is not right. 


Vinnikov. Comrade Kaminsky, I speak from the practice of Ukraine, 
maybe you have other data. And here it is necessary to pay attention 
to s.-kh. cooperation on the need for more real service, sales 
organization, supply, agronomic assistance and so on. 


True, it is difficult for cooperation to resolve the issue of agronomic 
services. In Ukraine, 30% of collectives, on whose territory the foot 
of an agronomist, neither land authorities, nor cooperatives have set 
foot. These collectives are helpless and partly fall apart for this 
reason. Here it is necessary on the part of the state to provide 
cooperation with financial assistance for the maintenance of 
agronomic personnel. [This event from the point of view of today's 
effect may be unprofitable, but from the point of view of building a 
collective economy in accordance with all the rules of science and 
technology.] This event must be held, because I am convinced that 
without agronomic services the collectives will not get out of the 
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state of the consumer economy, they will not achieve in their 
economy what we demand of them. 


One more question, which, in my opinion, needs to be resolved, 
because its failure to resolve it affects the economic activity of the 
collective. This is a question about buildings and equipment handed 
over to teams. We donated to collectives not only land, but also 
former landlord buildings, living and dead implements during the 
liquidation of unearned land use. Until now, nowhere in the law is 
it written: either these residential buildings and services are 
transferred to collectives for labor use, leaving the state the right to 
control the rational economic use of these buildings, or these 
buildings are sold to collectives on favorable terms. There are two 
opinions - for and against, but in the end the issue has not been 
resolved, and thanks to this, the teams cannot begin to re-equip 
these buildings. There are, for example, buildings that are 
completely unnecessary for the economy, mansions, etc., but they 
can be used if rebuilt. This issue needs to be resolved. In addition, 
there are times when our financial authorities sell this property. We 
had such a case. There have been two collectives for four years, for 
their economic activities, they received an award at the exhibition 
for their achievements, and in these collectives in May they sell such 
property: a mower, a winnowing machine, a booker, a thresher with 
a locomotive. Thus, two organizations are ruined. This, of course, is 
not an isolated case. winnower, booker, thresher with a locomotive. 
Thus, two organizations are ruined. This, of course, is not an isolated 
case. winnower, booker, thresher with a locomotive. Thus, two 
organizations are ruined. This, of course, is not an isolated case. 


Trotsky. For non-payment? 


Vinnikov. No, they consider it state property. Despite the fact that 
this property has been in their use for four years, that they have 
repaired this property, overhauled it, suddenly, for no reason at all, 
they announce an auction and sell it. And they sold it. The Stalin 
Okrug Executive Committee intervened in this matter, and it is 
possible that part of the property was returned. 
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Specifically, for this part, I propose to resolve the issue in the 
direction of assigning to collectives for labor use what was 
transferred to them during the period of liquidation of unearned 
land use. 


The last question is organizational. At the last plenum of the All- 
Union Council of Collective Farms, if it can be called the All-Union 
Council, I personally do not know why it was called the All-Union 
Council. 


Svidersky. For greater importance. 


Vinnikov. I personally did not support the proposal to immediately 
establish an all-Union collectivization center. I think it is premature 
to raise this question now. 


Trotsky. And the republican centers? 
Vinnikov. And republican centers are also not needed now. 
Svidersky. Right. 


Vinnikov. The center can be created only when the periphery 
becomes stronger, in other words, when the conditions are suitable 
for its creation. But it is premature to defame the center in such a 
way as Comrade Kaminsky does it here, that it is not needed at all, 
that the center will be useless. The idea of creating a center is not 
supported in Ukraine, now we consider it untimely. In the same 
way, we do not support the idea of Comrade. Kaminsky on the 
creation of the so-called sections at the unions. These sections are 
here and there, and there is also a collective farm council in Ukraine. 
But life does not justify the existence of these organizations, they do 
not provide anything real for collectivization. And, for example, we 
have a proposal to create bodies in the center and districts that 
would unite the cause of collectivization, would direct this 
movement. 


I believe, as the representative of Central Control Commission 46 
said, that it is untimely to raise this question of creating a union of 
collective farms. I am not making any proposals on this issue now, 
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[because Ukraine's proposals are diametrically opposed to your 
proposals. I think that we should not open a discussion now, it will 
hardly be convenient] since this issue requires agreement. 


Chairman. Comrade has the floor. Krutoshinsky. 


Krutoshinsky. There are a lot of diseases in the collective farm 
movement and, undoubtedly, much more than can be covered in a 
two-hour lecture, but there are also many achievements. One of the 
most serious diseases of the collective farm movement must be 
considered the inability of the population uniting in collective farms 
to build collectives as large farms. This inability leads to the 
disintegration of a significant part of the collective farms. If we take 
a closer look at those, albeit small, materials that we have in this 
respect, we will see that in the overwhelming majority of cases the 
construction of capital on collective farms is wrong, that with the 
economic means that are available, we can go to economic 
disintegration, and not to decline, as we often see. This is explained 
by the fact that peasants who have adapted to build small individual 
farms are united in collective farms. In state farms, there, in the 
order of administrative pressure, the involvement of agronomists 
and a number of other specialists serves the needs of the state farms, 
in the collective farms this is not the case, the collective farms are left 
to themselves. The most serious attention must be paid to this aspect 
and the collective farms must be helped in an organized manner. 
The state, in the order of a 25% discount from the tax, in the order of 
a series of benefits that are given to collective farms, spends certain 
funds on the development of collective agriculture. But I believe that 
a significant part of these funds, without paying sufficient attention 
to the construction of the farms themselves, go to waste. It seems to 
me that it is necessary to raise the question of how the collective 
farms should organize and direct their work in economic and 
organizational terms so that they grow and grow stronger and give 
corresponding incomes to themselves and the state. This is a very 
important question. And here one cannot do without spending 
money on organizing the collective farm movement. 
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What is the connection with the system of cooperation and how 
should the question of directing the construction of agricultural 
enterprises be raised? collectives? In 1924 and 25, the same in the 
district consumer cooperation system [(in the 23rd year, cooperation 
was just being organized), less than 50% of collectives in the RSFSR, 
in Ukraine and other union republics were associated with 
cooperation], less than 50% is available and this year. And the 
remaining 50% are "homeless". 


Consequently, the organizational connection between collective 
farms and cooperatives does not increase. In absolute terms, this 
relationship is certainly increasing. The number of collective farms 
in cooperation is increasing, but at the same time the number of wild 
collective farms is increasing. Consequently, there are some 
shortcomings in the existing organizational relationships of 
collective farms with agricultural cooperatives. The system of 
cooperation cannot be blamed for this shortcoming. The cooperation 
is working on sales and supply. The collective farms currently need 
mainly to transform them into large farms, they need technical 
assistance, they need specialist workers. For the transition to an 
improved land use system, they need agronomists, for the correct 
setting of bookkeeping, they need accountants, for the construction 
of an enterprise for processing products, an engineer, etc. etc. In the 
current situation, the collective farms do not receive, and cannot 
receive, all that they need in organizing large-scale farms, neither 
from the cooperatives, nor from the zem- organs. The self-activity 
that collective farms manifest in this respect for the purpose of self- 
service, the development of this self-activity should not be 
artificially delayed, because such a delay, apart from harm, would 
bring nothing. Neither s.-kh. the cooperatives, neither the zem- 
organs, nor the state as a whole can, and it is not advisable, to 
provide sufficient funds for servicing the collective farms; they must 
be attracted from the collective farms themselves. No one objects 
that the connection between collective farms and cooperation 
should be close, but this connection should be established not in a 
unilateral compulsory manner, but so that collective farms, as an 
equal with an equal, in a contractually organized manner, and not 
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in a scattering procedure, as it is now, were part of the system of s.- 
kh. cooperation. The system of agricultural cooperatives specialize 
in their work, collective farms also specialize, and peasant farms will 
specialize, unless this specialization has already begun. This raises 
the question of how collective farms should unite with cooperation, 
should collective farms be squandered in special unions - Oil Center, 
Flax Center47etc., or should they be associated with a universal 
system of cooperation, or should they have their own association? 
We have an All-Union Council of Collective Farms without funds, 
without rights. NKZem of Ukraine refused at first to take part in 
this, but the collective farms of Ukraine elected representatives, and 
then NKZem gave them. The All-Union Council is an advisory 
body, and it cannot be done otherwise than as advisory. It should 
combine the experience of all Soviet republics. Republican 
associations of collective farms must have funds, apparatus, and 
rights. There are sections of collective farms, there are collective 
farms unions, there are collective farm departments under unions, 
there are also places where there is no apparatus for servicing 
collective farms, and, perhaps, there are more of the latter. Ina word, 
the most diverse forms of attitude towards cooperation. What 
should be the formulation of the question now? It seems to me, that 
through sections of collective farms it is necessary to set a course for 
independent collective farm unions. There are organizational and 
economic prerequisites for this. What can be a section without 
funds? Nothing. Consequently, at the same time it is necessary to 
raise the question of raising funds not only directly from the 
collective farms, but also from the agricultural unions. cooperation 
as deductions from the turnover of the latter with the collective 
farms, in my deep conviction, another formulation of the question 
will give very little, in any case, it will not give what is required in 
terms of setting work in the collective farm movement, this is on the 
one hand, and on the other hand, it does not will give the 
opportunity to mobilize the initiative of agricultural workers. 
collectives, which is already manifesting itself. The collective council 
decided to deduct 15 kopecks. from tithes, but did not give 
directives to the places. Therefore, one cannot say that collective 
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farms do not give money for self-service. At the present time we 
have such a situation that, in spite of the long-term work of 
agricultural workers cooperation, after all, more than half of the 
collective farms still remain wild, outside the system of the latter. I 
cannot agree with Comrade Kaminsky that the posing of the 
question of collective farm unions is reactionary and leads back to 
universal cooperative unions. The collective farm movement has 
specific features, and collective farms are built on the opposite of 
individual farming on the basis of one organizational measure, one 
and the other cannot be put into one organizational form. The 
question of collective farm unions is not a return to cooperative 
universalism, but a question of the organized, planned, and not as 
scattered, spontaneous, with painful deviations, collective farm 
movement in the countryside. It is necessary to practically earn 
some money, how to carry out sales, having available special sales 
centers. Undoubtedly it is inexpedient to create two bodies, this is 
an indisputable truth. The supply of not particularly complex 
machines, in particular tractors, must be carried out through the 
collective farm unions, and nothing bad will happen here. Then 
production services, planned and organizational, can be fully 
provided to the collective farm unions, which will do this work 
much better in their own interests. Credit planning, the creation of 
special capitals for the development of collective farm development, 
the creation and accumulation of indivisible capital on collective 
farms — this is the task of the collective farm union. Unions must be 
legal organizations and have the right to form capital. I believe that 
it is necessary to take a course towards a union of collective farms 
on the basis set out above. The last remark is regarding the 
formulation of the question of taxes. Taxes on collective farms and 
rent on land and buildings on collective farms ruin them because 
that collective farms are taxed above individual farmers. These 
issues need to be urgently reviewed. True, on February 16, the STO 
adopted a resolution to abolish the unprofitable policy for collective 
farms 48, but this has not yet been carried out in practice and 
contradicts the policy pursued by the Party in relation to collective 
farms. 
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Rykov. Comrade has the floor. Shefler. 


Shefler. The common thing in these two questions about collective 
farms and state farms is their homelessness and the lack of lending 
to them from the Central Agricultural Bank. Therefore, it seems that 
we have to speak about both reports only from this point of view. 
At present, there is neither a system of state farms, nor a system of 
collective farms. State farms do not have a system, although state 
farms are included in agricultural trusts, but there are some state 
farms that are not included in agricultural trusts, but belong to 
zemorgans and are used by zemorgans for distributing summer 
cottages, but not used as state farm enterprises. Seltrests do not have 
a correct system, there is no production coordination of work on 
state farms. Comrade A. It grows that state farms often do not have 
sufficient economic initiative and that their activities are hampered 
in the sense that from the center, from seltrests, too many elements 
of administration are manifested in relation to individual state 
farms. The same for lending. Lending is poorly set, because it is not 
the state farms, not the units of the production type, that have the 
right to credit and require credit, but seltrests, which do not yet have 
the real meaning of the production center uniting state farms, and 
even more so the Gosselsyndikat, which, in essence, in Moscow, a 
kind of retail and wholesale company "Gosselsindikat", but not a 
real production and economic association of state farms. If we 
approach it from this point of view, then I think it would be wrong 
to look for ways to raise the state farm economy only by expanding 
lending to it from the Central agricultural. bank or some other credit 
system. First of all, it is necessary to heal those organizational 
problems that exist in the very system of state farms. Then it is 
necessary to correctly build relationships within the system of state 
farms and to cure their financial economy not by lending, but by 
sufficient load of their fixed capital and their own circulating assets, 
which is currently not available. We have many business enterprises 
that do not yet have working capital and fixed capital, which is 
explained by a number of reasons, everyone understands this, but 
building an organization correctly only on the basis of lending is, of 
course, completely impossible, because credit institutions cannot 
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agree to their funds, provided on credit, would not go in the order 
of turnover with the hope of returning later from this turnover, but 
would go to expand the fixed capital of enterprises. Clear, that a 
credit institution, which is responsible for the correct organization 
of lending and for the correct organization of the case that is 
entrusted to it, cannot act by providing funds that will be used to 
patch up holes in fixed capital, and there are still a lot of these holes, 
in particular, in seltrests, state farms, etc. It seems to me that what 
the speakers told us characterizes the other side of the difficulties in 
lending to state farms. Comrade Svidersky used the figures for 1922- 
23, and about 1924-25 he said that NKZem did not have any 
accounting figures yet. This shows that the reporting is more than a 
year behind. Hence the conclusion that lending institutions, which 
are required to set credit discipline, to set lending on the right 
healthy start, cannot lend to institutions for which reporting is not 
ready a year ago. It is clear to everyone that under these conditions 
the task of curing the state farms can only be set by means of 
crediting, as Comrade Ancelovich, who only focused on this issue, 
is wrong. 


Ancelovich. On funding. 


Shefler. If you said "funded," that would be correct. It is necessary 
to pay attention to the cure of the economic shortcomings of this 
system. The shortcomings were noted by Comrade Rosit. I must 
point out that in practice we are faced with these shortcomings and 
it turns out that targeted loans are not used for their intended 
purpose, targeted loans are often used for the overhead costs of 
trusts, Gosselsyndikat, etc., and therefore it is extremely difficult for 
credit institutions to work with state farms. [I join Krutoshinsky's 
point of view about the need to have an amalgamation of state farms 
in the form of union amalgamations, but so far local ones.] I must 
say that the system of a union center of state farms has not yet 
justified itself [because all union centers are a heap] ... In particular, 
the Gosselsyndikat is a union of a union scale, and not only does it 
never raise the question of separating the RSFSR union from it, but 
in fact it does not even unite the Ukrainian state farms. So far, we 
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can only talk about a republican unification, and it would be 
premature to talk now about a unification on the scale of the RSFSR. 
In Ukraine, in the Transcaucasus, perhaps, conditions are outlined 
for unification on a republican scale. As for collective farm 
associations, they are necessary as supply organizations, because 
the nature of collective farms is different from peasant farms. If they 
build their economy on the basis of sales on a collective basis 
towards a certain bonus for collective sales, then in relation to 
collective farms it is necessary to solve a number of other problems, 
in particular, consumer supply. All the same, collective farms need 
consumer supplies, and if they buy from a private owner, it will be 
abnormal. Therefore, such local associations could begin to build, it 
would be an experience that would make it possible to get rid of the 
homelessness of collective farms. I affirm that both of these systems 
are homeless because the state farms have no real owner, and the 
collective farms are homeless, because agricultural. cooperation 
regards them as an alien element. I would ask permission to add just 
two words as some illustration of what can happen when the reverse 
position is too great a favor. There is such a Krasno-Mechenskoe 
partnership, headed by Lipaev, a very cunning peasant, with a 
cunning approach to business, cunning conversation, etc. It 
gradually grew into a rather large partnership and grew exclusively 
at the expense of state funds. 


Kaminsky. Well done. 


Shefler. And this farm, this partnership, which has only 300 
members, of which the majority of them are newcomers, not the 
local population, has a loan of 60 thousand rubles, of which 37 
thousand rubles. long-term. And due to the fact that a short-term 
loan is also invested in a long-term premises ... 


Rykov. 300 members have 60 thousand rubles. 
Stalin. 300 yards or 300 eaters? 


Shefler. 300 eaters. They now need to transfer the entire loan into a 
long-term one, since they have invested part of the short-term loan 
in a long-term premises. 
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Trotsky. 300 eaters or 300 workers? 
Shefler. 300 eaters. 
Voice. 300 farms? 


Shefler. No. It seems like 300 eaters. This partnership was examined 
by a very interesting peasant, a promoted comrade. Makhalin. He 
was a member of the board of Rosselbank, and now a member of the 
board of the People's Commissariat for Social Security 49... A very 
interesting peasant promoted. He went, examined this Lipaevskoe 
partnership and claims that there is no connection with the 
peasantry either with the collective or with the head of Comrade. 
Lipaev is gone. This partnership irrationally uses state loans, 
because it maintains two schools, 3 agronomists, i.e., creates 
agricultural costs that do not match its capacity. He found out that 
the head of the collective farm, Comrade. Lipaev leads the 
partnership, not without personal interest. His children are learning 
at the expense of the commune, as nominated by it. This he himself 
said. If many organizations undertake such a collective partnership, 
then there will be no benefit, but harm. In Siberia, there are, indeed, 
farms that are growing on a correct and rational basis. 


Rykov. Comrade Kosior has the floor. 


Kosior. I, comrades, very much regret that these two questions have 
been mixed together. In essence, these are two different questions. 
If there was a report on the question of state farms and some 
assessment in the co-report, then on the question of collective farms 
there was nothing, except for the speech of Kaminsky, who gave 
some considerations on the organizational question. And this is 
important for us. The collective farms deserved a special approach, 
very serious and careful. Last year 24-25 was a significant turning 
point in this matter. If in 21-22 there was a disintegration, if in 23-24 
there was some equilibrium and stabilization, then in 24-25 on new 
healthier foundations under new conditions we have a growth of 
collective farms, and the growth is spontaneous. since there are no 
organizational measures in the sense of strengthening this work on 
our part. This growth is in spite of that unusually weak attention, 
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what is available on the part of the cooperation, on the part of the 
credit authorities, and on the part of our local party organizations. 
How are these collective farms growing? They grow in this way. 
There is a little man, I saw a lot of them, who has a kind of worm to 
create something communal, common. When he comes to the city, 
he goes from institution to institution, from cooperatives to 
agricultural loans, from agricultural loans to the land department 
and, as a rule, cannot get anything really anywhere. I have seen 
many such organizers who fight like a fish on the ice, because there 
is no such organization that could tell them what is needed and what 
is needed, and help practically move this matter. Collective farms 
are now being organized around agricultural cooperatives. I argue 
that they are in no way connected with agricultural cooperation, 
they are attached purely artificially. Here and there sections exist, in 
some places nothing exists. They are on the rights of street children. 
The cooperatives do not know what is going on in the communes 
and collective farms. Collective farms are not somehow organically 
connected with agricultural cooperation, but where there are 
individual active party members in the collective farms who are 
interested, or very initiative peasants, they come to the city, sign up 
for a union and keep in touch, and for the most part go where they 
can get any assistance (as a rule, the cooperation cannot provide 
such assistance) and remain outside the union. Here they argue over 
an organizational issue. Of course, the collective farms should be 
united by agricultural cooperatives, but so far agricultural 
cooperatives are the main thing, they focus on sales, and not direct 
production work. To see what is going on in the collective farms, to 
enter there, to approach, to help with guidance, advice, this is not 
the case. 


The very essence of these collective farm organizations. In the 22nd 
year since the time of War Communism, a huge number of 
communes have been created. Those that survived, almost all of 
them reorganized in terms of the organization of consumption. As a 
rule, of course, there are isolated cases of complete communes. The 
overwhelming majority switched to their own individual 
household, their own kitchen, etc. Now there is a great search within 
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the communes, collective farms, how to organize the matter more 
rationally, on the one hand, so that there is a common economy, on 
the other hand, so that due to internal friction, especially on the part 
of women who bring discord, the same time stimulus and personal 
interest in the further development of the commune or collective 
farm. 


By the way, there is a desire to create new collective farms. This 
confirms the very fact of growth, moreover, spontaneous growth. 
They say we have a credit fund, but, as a rule, unfortunately, as 
comrade. Shefler and his bodies, as a rule, do not give credit to 
collective farms. They have little money and there is no one to 
intercede for them in this respect, they go everywhere, ask, but get 
nothing. 


On the whole, we have scanty figures united in collective farms, if 
we take into account the total number of agricultural enterprises. 
partnerships, then half a percent will not be typed. The main thing 
now is that the local authorities and agricultural cooperatives 
approached the building of collective farms closer and more 
attentively than hitherto, treated the matter. We must help the 
collective farms. S.-kh. cooperation must bear in mind the question 
of what is now between the commune and the simplest kind of 
agricultural. There are a number of steps in the cooperative; a 
number of these steps must be counted among collective farms. S.- 
kh. cooperation should pay more attention to this whole business, 
so that it does not develop spontaneously, but that there is 
organization both in the sense of expanding in breadth and ordering 
this growth in terms of quality. 


Chairman. I give the floor to Comrade Yakovlev. 


Yakovlev. The main question we have in building collective farms 
is the economic situation of the collective farms. Comrade Kosior is 
right! S.-kh. cooperation did not serve the collective farms, only now 
we are observing the process of transformation of consumer farms 
into commodity farms, and this process of the transformation of a 
consumer economy into commodity farms is accompanied by a 
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great interest of agricultural enterprises. cooperation in servicing 
collective farms. Here, in addition to any regulations, economic 
factors are at work. It must be said that basically the collective farms 
are stabilizing, there is no eating up of what has been given to them, 
and what they acquired earlier, on which they were created, etc., but 
the process of simple reproduction still dominates among them. We 
do not yet have accumulation and expanded reproduction here. The 
main task that we face is to achieve the process of expanded 
reproduction, for this process to begin, especially since the growth 
rate of marketability outstripped the growth rate of the population, 
including the elderly and children, so that marketable output per 
worker would increase from year to year. This task is before us in 
the first place. Let's take numbers. In 1926, the gross harvest of grain 
crops on the lands of collective farms of the RSFSR is expected to be 
38,532 thousand poods. After deducting consumption on the farm 
(seeding, consumption of people and livestock in the total amount 
of 21 629 thousand poods), the commodity part will be expressed in 
the amount of 17 122 thousand poods. 


This is a commercial product that is thrown away this year, by 
assumption. Consequently, if we assume that the average yield on 
collective farms is 10% higher than the average yield of a peasant 
farm, which corresponds to the available data, then we will receive 
a surplus over domestic consumption of only 17 million poods. Even 
if we assume that bread will be sold for 1 ruble. per pood, the 
collective farms will receive 17 million rubles. At the expense of this 
proceeds, consumer needs (clothing, footwear, etc.) of 950,000 
consumers should be satisfied first of all. The rest will go into 
productive accumulation. But after all, with such a meager amount 
of commodity surplus per consumer (about £ 1.5 <ounce> 50per 
month) there will be nothing left for productive accumulation, and 
we will not get an expansion of the economy. It is necessary to 
increase this marketability, raise labor productivity, and create 
surpluses for expanding the economy. How is it going? First of all, 
about land management. Land management of collective farms has 
been carried out on 66%. On 34% of the collective farms are not 
equipped with land, this is despite the fact that the People's 
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Commissariat of Agriculture announced that all collective farms 
will be organized for the winter sowing of 1926. 


The second question is the question of the so-called state lands. In 
communes of state land 50.9%, 49.1% - their own. In artels 45% are 
state lands, 55% are their own, in associations for public cultivation 
of land - 37.8% are state, 62.2% of their lands. A double tax is taken 
from such state lands: both rent and ordinary tax. In particular, this 
burden hits the simplest forms, where the majority of middle 
peasants go. It is necessary that these lands be transferred to labor 
use, so that agricultural payments should be made from these lands. 
tax and nothing more; otherwise, it turns out that collective farms 
pay more taxes than individual farmers. 


Concerning the purchase of machines. We must say that 50% of the 
machines are used by the collective farms in our country (the 
Selskosoyuz), for example, in the Samara province 58% of the 
tractors go through the collective farms, in Saratov - 54% of all 
tractors. In Serdobsk district, 180 families were united in collective 
farms before the purchase of tractors, and after the purchase of 
tractors, another 153 families arrived. In Novo-Uzenskoye, 91 
families again arrived at 50 families in 10 collective farms after 
purchasing tractors. This unification of the population around 
tractors is the main fact. But when the deadline for payment for the 
tractor comes, when it is necessary to pay 2,000 and at such a time 
that is unbearable for the collective farms, the collective farms fall 
apart, go bankrupt. Local allied organizations of agricultural 
cooperatives are hiding behind the protocols of the provincial 
committee and the executive committee to demand the preservation 
of the collective farm. It's time to end this position. When, in 1924, 
we sent tractors to the starving regions and the collectives organized 
around the tractors disintegrate due to the impossibility of paying 
for these tractors, it is not better to say that if the state has X rubles 
that are not enough to satisfy all collective farms with tractors, then 
it is better tractors to give less, but create possible terms of payment. 
And this question raised by Comrade Ancelovich, a question that 
must not be concealed, the question of a gradual transition in the 
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collective farms themselves from lower to higher forms, should be 
considered only from the point of view of which economic forms 
give the best effect. If we can prove that the form of a commune 
gives a higher effect in terms of labor productivity, in terms of 
accumulation, etc., than the form of partnership, we will create a 
psychological prerequisite for expanding the transition to this form. 
And now the danger pointed out by Kaminsky is that the peasant 
goes, for example, to a partnership for joint cultivation of the land 
with his own equipment, and he has to pay for the worker, with a 
correction factor for a plow, for a mower, for a horse. Here the Party 
faces a tremendous danger that accumulation will go not through 
the public channel, but through the sole channel. It is necessary that 
this process was not a process of individual accumulation, but of a 
social one. 


A few words on the organizational issue. Comrade Belenky will 
speak about this in more detail here. The question boils down to the 
fact that collective farms, which are included in the system in tens 
of thousands, must be properly maintained; they say that collective 
farm unions should be created separately in the center and in the 
localities, next to the agricultural unions. cooperation, and, of 
course, isolated from the rest of the system. This is fundamentally 
wrong. In the process of marketing the oil of the collective farms and 
the butter-making artel is the same oil. The Oil Center for the Sale of 
Oil on Collective Farms cannot be opposed to the Union of 
Collective Farms. This is confusion. And from an organizational 
point of view, is it correct to oppose collective farms, of which 10,000 
are members of unions (and there are 20,000 of them out of the total 
number of 35,000 primary cooperatives), to the rest of the system. 
We say that local associations of collective farms for servicing by 
agronomists, bookkeepers, etc. it is necessary to create, but why is 
the center here? Such a center has nothing to do with production 
services, this is the business of local associations, so the issue of the 
center should not be confused with the issue of production services, 
let's confine ourselves to local cluster associations, we will not talk 
about some kind of "production" center. In this respect, the example 
of the "Collectivist" magazine is very interesting.51, it is necessary 
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and useful, but it gives a loss, which is repaid from the general funds 
of agricultural cooperation. Many unions will be happy to get rid of 
the collective farms, but this vanguard section of the general 
agricultural movement is not in our interests. cooperation to remove 
from the system and isolate this part from the entire agricultural 
sector. cooperation. 


Rykov (chairman). Comrade Belenky has the floor. 


Belenky. The collective farm movement is undoubtedly at a turning 
point. This change was caused by the appearance of a tractor and 
other large machines in the village. 


The developing mechanization of agriculture provides a technical 
basis for the collective-farm movement, ensures the stability of this 
movement, and creates the necessary prerequisites for its further 
development. 


The current situation and the immediate tasks in the field of 
collective farming are determined, it seems to me, primarily by this 
basic fact. 


Until recently, collective farm construction developed mainly on the 
basis of horselessness and lack of inventory, being often the only 
possible form of survival for the weakest low-power farms. 


In particular, the rise of the collective farm movement in 1924 was 
caused mainly by the massive ruin of the peasantry in the regions 
affected by crop failure. These farms combined property and labor 
so that through joint efforts it would be easier to get out of poverty, 
and often fell apart as soon as they managed to get on their feet. 


A distinctive feature of such associations was their extreme 
instability. As the collective farms become mechanized, the situation 
changes. Collective farms are getting on their feet, starting to get 
stronger and develop. 


At the same time, along with the poor associations, a new type of 
collective farm appears, developing on the basis of the growth of the 
peasant economy and its technical progress. 
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The collective farm movement is taking over new strata of the 
countryside, and the social composition of the collective farms is 
changing noticeably. Along with the poor peasant, the middle 
peasant and, to a certain extent, even the well-to-do peasant begin 
to go to the collective farm. There is one who wants to use a large 
machine in his household. If it is almost impossible to create a stable 
collective farm without a large machine, then, on the other hand, 
independent use of the machine is impossible for the overwhelming 
majority of peasant farms outside the collective farm. This 
determines the inevitability of further growth of collective farms as 
the technical development of agricultural production proceeds. 
production and their gradual coverage along with the poor and 
middle peasants of the village. 


Rykov. And machine partnerships? 


Belenky. I also mean them. The type of collective farm changes, and 
machine partnership and artel for joint cultivation of the land 
become its predominant form. Over the past two years, the growth 
of the collective farm movement has almost entirely been attributed 
to these types of collective farms. In connection with the change in 
the social composition of collective farms in the collective farm 
movement, there is a struggle between various groups of the 
peasantry. A kulak is trying to penetrate the collective farms. There 
are a large number of pseudo-collective farms; there are 
undoubtedly more pseudo-associations among collective farms 
than in all other types of cooperation. There are cases when the most 
unbridled exploitation is hidden under the guise of collective farms. 
These facts, which are inevitable in the future, must be constantly 


borne in mind. 


The Party must closely follow the development of collective-farm 
development and, by the appropriate policy, guide it along the line 
of embracing and raising the poor and middle peasant masses of the 
countryside. 
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The pace and nature of the development of the collective-farm 
movement will depend to a great extent on how and by whom the 
supply of agricultural machines to the countryside is carried out. 


The main task in this area is to make agricultural co-operatives the 
main vehicle to the countryside. Only under these conditions will 
the machine be an instrument of production cooperation and 
collectivization of the peasant economy. 


At present, far from all is well in this area. 


Who is currently engaged in the machine supply with us? Mainly 
Gosselsklad, Selmashsindikat, Gostorg 52, etc. The rural union and 
local unions of agricultural cooperatives still occupy an insignificant 
place in this work. Agricultural cooperation has actually been 
ousted from this area by state trade. As a result, we are engaged in 
a simple trade in agricultural machines, instead of being engaged in 
an organized supply of machines and production cooperation on 
this basis of the peasant population. 


It is necessary to help agricultural cooperatives in every possible 
way to develop and rationalize their activities in this area. It is 
necessary to make it the main importer of agricultural products. 
machines and tools and the main conductor of the products of our 
industry. This requires certain directives, a certain policy in the field 
of machine supply. 


It is impossible to provide a solution to this issue of competition 
between agricultural cooperation and state trade. It must be said 
frankly that the competitiveness of cooperation is extremely limited 
by its financial situation. Moreover, the state trade organizations, 
conducting a simple trade in machines, are spared the huge costs 
and economic difficulties associated with the organizational tasks of 
agricultural cooperation. We are not faced with any tasks of uniting 
the population, organizing the poor, collectivizing peasant 
production, etc. Without much support, without genuine help from 
agriculturalists. the cooperation will not be able to cope with the 
immense tasks facing it in this area. 
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Today we were reproached for not doing much of the collective 
farms, this is true. But it should be borne in mind that the role of 
agriculturalists. cooperation in  collective-farm construction 
depends primarily on the place it occupies in the production supply 
of the countryside, especially in the mechanization of the 
countryside. 


Meanwhile, S.-kh. cooperation was knocked out of these positions, 
as I have already said, largely by the efforts of the NKZ, which seeks 
to concentrate these functions in its own apparatus - the Gossel 
warehouse. 


Svidersky. This is where the dog is buried. 


Belenky. Yes, comrade. Svidersky, the dog is buried in this, because 
the question cannot be put in such a way that the Selskosoyuz 
should be engaged in organizing machine associations, while the 
Gosselsklad will be engaged in machine supply. 


Organizational work in this area, as in other areas of cooperation, is 
inseparable from economic work. Strengthening the role of 
agricultural cooperation in the field of machine supply, 
strengthening its ties with the corresponding branches of the state 
industry, regulating its relationship with the state trade, and, finally, 
developing long-term lending to collectives - these are the most 
important conditions for the successful development of agricultural 
activities. cooperation in the field of collective farming. 


In particular, regarding the state industry. Agricultural cooperatives 
were able to closely contact the state industry only through sales. 
And, on the contrary, she has hardly had time to get in touch with 
the state industry through the supply line. 


Along this line, which is of paramount importance from the point of 
view of production cooperation in the countryside, agricultural 
cooperatives still experience almost no organized assistance and the 
organizing influence of state industry. 


Much needs to be corrected and improved in this direction. 
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There is no need to talk about a loan, because in practice it can be 
considered that it is completely absent. 


Comrade Shefler, for some reason, gave the example of a collective 
farm whose debt equals 60,000 rubles. Meanwhile, the average debt 
of one collective farm is only about 200 rubles. 


Svidersky. And the Selkhozbank must be given to you. 


Belenky. The issue of lending to collective farms is undoubtedly one 
of the central issues. Along the way, I must remind you that the 
resolution of the Central Committee on the formation of a special 
fund for lending to collective farms has not yet been fulfilled 53 (call 
from the chairman). 


Rykov. Time is up. 
Belenky. Allow one more minute. 


Speaking of collective farm construction, we must raise the main 
question of how to link the tasks of collectivizing peasant 
production with the general movement of agricultural cooperation. 


Collective farms currently unite about 1 million people. Agricultural 
cooperation as a whole unites about 30-35 million. 


Under these conditions, the success of the collectivization of 
agriculture will depend, first of all, on how much we are able to 
practically find the ways of transition from the simplest mass forms 
of cooperation of the peasant population in the area of sales, supply, 
credit, etc. to the highest forms of industrial cooperation. 


Are these transition paths outlined in practice? Is the gradual 
development of a cooperative into a collective farm really taking 
place? It seems to me that the experience of cooperative construction 
allows us to give a positive answer to this question. 


Practice has revealed two types of large-scale farming in our 
cooperative construction: collective farms are the most developed 
and complete form of large-scale farming, and production and 
marketing associations are a transitional form of the household 
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system of large-scale farming. As an example of the second type, we 
often cite beet-growing cooperation. Indeed, sugar beet value chains 
are the purest example of a large-scale household system. The 
production and marketing of beets is regulated by the planned 
needs of the state sugar industry, which in modern conditions is the 
only consumer of beets. 


The beet grower works for the state industry according to the plan 
and preliminary order of the state industry, which determines in 
advance the required sowing area, the required quantity and quality 
of products, the conditions of sale and, to a large extent, also the 
methods of production. In its agreements with beet growers’ 
associations, the state industry establishes methods of land 
cultivation, sowing, harvesting, and so on. The sugar industry is 
forcing beet growers to use the most rational production methods, 
supplying them with improved seeds and large machines. 


As a result, beet-growing associations are now widely practicing 
collective cultivation of the land and collective production of 
sowing. These associations thus provide us with a vivid example of 
the development of a sales cooperative under the leadership of 
industry into a collective farm. 


This example clearly reveals new mass ways of collective-farm 
development and defines our tasks in this area. 


Elements of the collective economy are now found in all types of 
agricultural cooperation, mainly in the form of collective enterprises 
of industrial, auxiliary, and agricultural value (public plant for the 
processing of milk, potatoes, breeding center, common tractor, 
thresher, etc.). 


Collectivization in these types of cooperation covers only individual 
production processes, developing, as a general rule, in close 
connection and on the basis of the industrialization of agricultural 
production. 
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The collectivization of the peasant economy is thus inextricably 
linked with the development of cooperative industry, land 
reclamation, etc. 


A few words in conclusion on the organizational issue. 


We object to the creation of a center and collective farm unions with 
operational functions. 


This would mean pulling the collective farms back instead of going 
forward together with the entire movement. 


Agricultural cooperation is developing along the line of 
specialization, and someone argued the need to create a special 
center for collective farms by the existence of the Oil Center, Flax 
Center, etc. 


But let me ask you how the collective farms will sell their products: 
butter, flax, bread? Through the Oil Center, Flax Center, Bread 
Center 54 or through your universal union? Is it possible, on the 
other hand, to put the question in such a way that the collective 
farms create their own Bread Center, their own Oil Center, etc., in 
other words, would duplicate the entire agricultural system? 
cooperation. 


Hence, it is clear that the creation of a center and collective farm 
unions with operational functions not only does not follow from the 
specialization of agricultural cooperation, but fundamentally 
contradicts it. 


This would mean placing the economic service of the collective 
farms in the least rational conditions and hindering their 
development. It should also be borne in mind that the withdrawal 
of collective farms from the existing production and marketing 
systems would mean the departure of the most advanced elements 
of the countryside, which would be an undoubted disadvantage 
both politically and economically. 


Collective farms need an organizational center. This is undeniable. 
Such exists in embryo in the form of the All-Union Council of 
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Collective Farms. It is necessary to formalize this body as the leading 
center of the collective farms and create appropriate local units with 
a developed collective farm movement. 


Chairman. Comrade has the floor. Latsis. 


Latsis. We find an assessment of Comrade Rosita's report in the 
written report of the RCT. On the first page we read literally the 
following (reads) 55. After that, to deliver the speech that we have 
heard from Comrade Rosita is tantamount to the speech of the 
prosecutor of a hostile class who pulls data by the hair. Look only at 
the actual state of affairs. 


Rykov. But the hostile class has not only a prosecutor, but also 
lawyers. 


Latsis.The senior link that comrade Rosit is staying at is NKZem. It 
is wrong to say that NKZem paid little attention to the work of 
collective farms, that there were many omissions on the part of 
NkKZem. All bodies know with what persistence Alexander 
Petrovich Smimov sought in all party and Soviet organizations to 
pay attention to state farms, to their construction and financing. 
What were the state farms like when people started to pay attention 
to them? It cannot be said, as some do, that the state farms at that 
time were landlord estates. It won't be right. The revolution swept 
through them, and most of the landowners' estates, turned into state 
farms, found themselves without forest lands, without living and 
dead implements, without subsidiary enterprises, without 
equipment, with destroyed buildings, etc. This is what the state 
farms inherited. If at that time they were given working capital and 
there were fixed capital, they would not have to talk about now. 
They would be up to par. The RCT itself is now saying that there are 
already great achievements. Who achieved these achievements? Of 
course, relying on government agencies. Through whom did 
NKZem act in this work? Through the same syndicate, which here 
the speaker from the RCI hayal. None other than the Gosselsyndikat 
through NKZem, with the corresponding petitions and draft 
decrees, was included in all party and Soviet authorities. And when 
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they tried to show here that the syndicate is a small shop, this, 
comrades, is not true. We can say that the syndicate should only be 
a sales and supply organization, but it was not such an organization. 
In addition to sales and supply functions, he also organized state 
farms, led them, instructed them. The RCT forgot this in their 
surveys and forgot to mention it here. Achievements in the field of 
state farm construction we have to a large extent, because the 
Gosselsyndikat worked on this under the directives of NKZem. The 
work in this direction was carried out by the Gosselsyndikat. But, 
after all, the creator of this syndicate, Comrade Shefler, wrote to the 
Gosselsyndikat 5 million of fixed capital. Did you give us these 5 
million of fixed capital? No, they didn’t give us, instead they gave 
us an old collapsed tractor scrap. We did not receive 5 million of 
fixed capital, which, of course, forced us to revise the charter. How 
could such an organization be published, supplying 5 million of 
fixed capital and not giving it? How could this be done? You cannot 
imagine the situation in which the workers found themselves 
working there according to directives from above. 


Today the question is being raised whether the Gosselsyndikat is 
needed or not. The RCT, based on its materials and surveys, comes 
to the conclusion that a syndicate is needed and that it is impossible 
to work without it. 


Rykov. Why a small shop? 


Latsis. When we did not have any sources of livelihood, then it was 
necessary to find some sources. 


Rykov. Is the loss from small shops a source of funds? 


Latsis. Comrade Rykov, there was a time when there was no loss 
from these small shops, and they were a source of funds. Of course, 
this was a wrong step, we are aware of this, but no one knew about 
it in advance. We confess to this mistake. Further, it was said here 
that the syndicate withheld 3 million of working capital. This is a 
complete lie. For all these years, until the 25th year, the entire system 
of trusted state farms received 3 million 800 thousand rubles. But 
where did these figures come from that the syndicate allegedly 
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withheld 3 million loans. Tractors GOMZe 56 were released to 
orderby 1 million rubles. Order on behalf of the syndicate, on behalf 
of the trusts. The money is given to the syndicate and the syndicate 
pays for these tractors. Of course, if this counts as withholding loans, 
you will count many more, but that would be a wrong count. Of 
course, it is absolutely impossible to operate with such figures here. 
Comrade Shefler pointed out that we do not have a system of trusted 
state farms. This is not true. The SNK decree established a firm 
system of trusted state farms. We, of course, had confusion in this 
regard, but now a certain order has been established. We have 
carried out the following groups of state farms: agricultural, 
production, educational, assigned to educational institutions, 
experimental and assigned state farms, which are assigned to 
factories, to plants, to collectives, to cooperatives. These latter, in 
fact, are state land property, which is either given for free use, or 
given for rent. We have the face of state farms. We build our 
agricultural work on agricultural state farms, not on assigned ones. 


Tractorization. I have already indicated that we made an attempt to 
use our domestic machine-building industry and ordered our 
factories to build 1000 tractors. We received 105 tractors, but when 
we wanted to get the rest of the tractors, the places shouted not to 
give these tractors, they are worthless, etc. We have 750 tractors 
working on the state farms of the RSFSR, and with the trash that we 
have, this number reaches 1050 tractors. This is an extremely 
insignificant percentage of the total traction force, about 3%. In this 
respect, we made very little progress and could not make any more 
progress, because we did not have the means to obtain tractors from 
abroad, and the experience of building tractors at our machine- 
building plants was not successful. 


The question of what the state farms should be like, what their tasks 
are, has been resolved, and today it is not worth talking about it. It 
remains for us to dwell on the issue of lending. Comrade Shefler 
says the point is not that there is no credit. This is where our dispute 
lies. I argue that neither the grassroots network nor the central 
network can function without being given fixed capital and working 
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capital. If this is not given, it will be necessary to say bluntly, close 
the trusts and close the syndicate, put people working in this 
business on another job. 


Stalin. Overheads. 


Latsis. I do not deny that the overhead is high. Overhead costs are 
77 kopecks. tithing. When examining the RCT, it does the wrong 
thing; it takes state farms, excluding industrial enterprises, and 
calculates an average of 15 thousand rubles. to the state farm. It is 
not right. After all, the state farm is the state farm. There are state 
farms with large, fixed capital, subsidiary enterprises and working 
capital. One such state farm, for example, a farm, gives 6 million 
rubles turnover per year. When you approach such a sovkhoz with 
such a calculation, <as> the RCT does it and calculates overhead 
costs only for a tithe of land, then this turns out to be incorrect, the 
calculation is incorrect. According to our calculations, it turns out 
that the overhead costs of the North Caucasian state farms are 77 
kopecks tithing. The overhead costs are certainly still high, but this 
is due to the reasons which I pointed out to you. There was no 
capital with which to carry out the work. 


Rykov. Now I have been recorded * (* The text is reproduced from 
the uncorrected transcript.). 


Here the speaker and the representative of the RCI pointed out that 
the Orgburo had established a permanent fund, a permanently 
restored loan fund of 5 million rubles, and this was not carried out 
in the Soviet order. I requested a certificate, it turned out that the 
order had not been executed. It was not carried out by the STO at 
the suggestion of Comrade. Sokolnikov when he was the People's 
Commissariat for Finance. I can point to a couple of documents that 
talk about this. (Some words cannot be heard.) It seems that the 
Politburo decided that the decisions of a financial nature in relation 
to the Soviet authorities should not be 57... I want to point out the 
difficulties we faced, mainly in the field of collective farm 
development. This business can be quickly put on its feet if we 
switch to large benefits, exclusive benefits to the communes and 
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exceptional benefits in terms of loans or the transfer of a whole range 
of equipment, locomotives, etc. to them. for free, with inclusion in 
the fixed capital ... * (* So in the document) 


Until now, we in the Labor and Defense Council and the USSR 
Council of People's Commissars had great doubts. Two years ago, 
there was great discontent among the peasants, discontent, which 
was caused by the benefits that were given to the communes. The 
communes began to organize solely in order to get a piece of state 
funds. When we very much reduced the tax for the communes, 
exempted them from the tax, then among the peasants there was 
discontent, why such injustice, why tax is collected from the 
peasants, but not from the communes, and the slogan was thrown 
out: "Down with the communes!" So, this principle, it's hardly good. 
Indeed, in every village you can find 10-15 households that will 
agree to receive state money, receive a tractor from the state, receive 
land for free from the state and organize a commune. In this way, 
communes can be organized very quickly throughout the Union. 
The peasants, those who will not enter the commune, will declare 
that we are united by a single agricultural. tax is levied, but not 
communes. Therefore, we could not agree to give the communes 
tractors, horses, etc. for free, because any peasant can say why he is 
not given. After all, a commune needs to be built on the basis of 
experience; you can't give it everything right away. In addition, I 
was very dubious about attempts from the center to lead. We have 
no data on how the commune should be organized, no experience 
in this regard. You can collect a dozen agronomists to paint a 
picture, but will it be correct or not? It seems to me that it is better to 
act on the basis of experience here. We do not have enough 
experience yet, the available experience has not been sufficiently 
studied yet, and there is no summary about how to organize a 
commune, in this area has not been and is not. In this respect, the 
collective farms are much more homeless. It would be wrong to 
organize a center that would not take over operational tasks. It will 
take many more years to take into account all the experience of how 
to build a commune, which path to follow. Until now, we have no 
summary data on this, absolutely nothing. In my opinion, it is 
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wrong to create a central body devoid of any operational functions. 
Comrade Belenky spoke correctly about the difficulties. Difficulties, 
I must say, in this matter we have exceptional. We discussed the 
question of agricultural production machines when non-payment 
began at the factories of agricultural enterprises machines. I was 
presented with a certificate then that the cars were in the factories, 
that the peasants did not have the money to buy them. It turned out 
that we threw out many tens of millions, to finance a loan for the 
sale of these machines. We made a decision to prohibit the sale of 
tractors for cash, but to sell them only to peasants on credit, to make 
installments, but to prohibit selling for cash. Our financial situation 
is such that we cannot give them away to collective farms for free. 
When I tackled this issue and saw that there really was no money to 
organize sufficient credit, I gave advice that some part can be sold, 
otherwise we will have to cut production. 


Kamenev. What part? 


Rykov. I don’t remember which part, but I allowed some part to be 
sold, because otherwise we will not get out of the situation. Keep in 
mind that in connection with the question of the sale of cars and 
loans, many tens of millions are tied to them. This business requires 
many tens of millions. When Comrade Belenky argues that cars 
need to be sold with preferential loans, and so on, that 60 million are 
needed for this business, then we must say that we do not have this 
money. With regard to credit, if we give credit to individual 
peasants for two years and communes for ten years, there will be 
some incentive for organizing communes and there will be some 
platform for agitation in favor of communes. In this matter, it is 
necessary to take into account the political aspect. A number of 
privileges have already been granted to communes by a resolution 
of the Labor and Defense Council 58... Should we go further down 
this path in order to form the organization of the communes, 
providing them with such privileges that will cause hatred of the 
peasants towards the communes, as it was before? If we follow this 
path, then the communes will not be organized in order to really 
organize the commune, but only in order to get a privilege, to get a 
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tractor, etc., after which the communes will disintegrate. In relation 
to the communes, we forbade taking taxes above the average rate 
and confined them to poor peasants, i.e., we take from them as much 
as from the sole poor man. Such a thing has been done in relation to 
the communes. But here we run the risk that the peasants will go to 
the commune solely because of the benefits, and when the benefits 
are received, the communes will crumble. Therefore, regarding the 
land, we decided that in the form of experience for two years they 
receive the land on lease on a general basis, and after that time it 
goes to them. That is, we have established a two-year experience so 
that communes are not organized just to get funds from the state. 
Within two years the commune must justify itself. 


When these two years expire, they existed badly or well, they 
receive this land for themselves without any payment. This is the 
basis that was in the SRT, which determined the solutions that are 
proposed in the materials that are distributed here. It says that with 
regard to privileges to give privileges to the communes, not 
opposing these privileges in size to those received by the poor, the 
lower stratum of the middle peasants, to keep the state farms at 
approximately this level. 


Comrade has the floor. Grushevsky. 


Grushevsky. I, comrades, have something to do with the big 
agricultural. production in Ukraine and will use materials from 
Ukrainian state farms. 


For a correct assessment of the economic state of large-scale 
agricultural production and its prospects, it is necessary to take into 
account certain features that characterize the place of large-scale 
agricultural production. production in Soviet conditions, its 
difference from industry. 


1. If in the field of industry, the state sets itself the task of further 
expansion, then in the field of large agricultural. there is no 
production of these prospects. We are now faced with the following 
fact: since in the Ukraine, by the latest decree, all local lands are 
given to the peasantry, now there are only islands of large 
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agricultural. production. Thus, state farms are limited to further 
development. We will not take away the land from the peasants, the 
conversation can only go about reducing this area. This means that 
we have no prospects for development. 


2. If in the sphere of industry, the state is a monopoly both in respect 
of production and in respect of price policy, then in the sphere of 
large-scale agriculture. of production, which is a grain in the mass 
of multimillion peasant farms, we are not monopolists, and in the 
area of prices we are regulated by the peasant market. 


3. The third circumstance is rather serious. If the moment of 
concentration has come in the field of industry, if the rubber 
industry is concentrated in one center, metallurgical in another, etc., 
then in the area of large agricultural. production we have a complete 
inconsistency. What departments, institutions have not tried to have 
and manage state farms, starting from NKZdrav, NKPros and 
ending with industry. 


What conclusions can be drawn from this? First, from the premise 
that the state farms have no prospects to move towards expansion, 
the party must raise the question and answer it, what are we going 
to give the remaining land to the peasantry, or is this the last 
position that we will keep? 


Stalin. What land, state farm? 


Grushevsky. State farm. For without this, no planned normal 
economy is possible. Not a single state farm, not knowing for sure 
whether the land will be taken from it, can throw scanty funds and 
invest in basic costs. 


What is the conclusion from the fact that we are not monopolists in 
production? Everybody states that we now have in large 
agricultural. production seems to be an achievement and even 
under these conditions - an income, and the experience of Ukraine 
shows that of the 10 million fixed capital of trusted state farms, up 
to 66% are in buildings and only 30-40% in other types, and if this 
year the balance on On January 1, 1926, the state farms gave [560]735 
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thousand, rub. net profit, or 15% to the active part of the fixed 
capital, I think this is very good. If we analyze our fixed capital, its 
most active part is living and dead inventory, we will see that there 
are 65% of older oxen. The production is not mechanized. The state 
of living equipment determines both the general productivity of 
labor and the productivity of human labor, for if the ox moves at a 
speed of 1.5 versts per hour, then a person will no longer pass. Thus, 
a bad ox increases the cost of production, and if even under these 
conditions a real profit is obtained, then I pose another question: 
even if we do not take into account the fact that state farms are the 
main socialist form in agriculture, then state farms are worth the 
state to invest in them., even for purely economic reasons, for 
without capital the state farms will drag out a miserable existence. 
State farms represent state industry in the countryside, state 
farmlands are located in the midst of peasant farms, state farm fields 
border on peasant fields. All the work and life of the state farm takes 
place in full view of the peasantry; in short, the peasantry checks the 
work of the state farms. If, without capital, on these old oxen, on 
these shattered implements, we get a low harvest, we thereby 
discredit ourselves in the eyes of the peasantry. Conversely, if a state 
farm produces a good harvest, it deserves authority. The peasant is 
a realist, he does not trust the agronomist only at his word, he tests 
it in practice. If our manager came out early to sow oats and got a 
good harvest, the peasantry would better believe him than the 
agronomist. The attitude of the peasantry to state farms, we do not 
have negative from my direct experience in Ukraine. We have a bad 
attitude where the work is badly done. We also usually have a bad 
attitude on the part of the fist. Landowners’ lands that could have 
been acquired by a kulak not under Soviet rule are now on state 
farms. The stronger the state farms, the more the first is angry with 
them. The poor and middle peasant population, which cannot even 
embrace their own land, does not need the land of the state farm, 
and only the top of the village is the direct enemy of the state farms. 


The next point, which I think it is necessary to dwell on, is the 
question of the loan. To the greatest regret, despite all the decisions 
on the part of the Soviet and party bodies, there is no system that 
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would consider it necessary to provide loans to state farms. Industry 
says that you are agriculture, and agricultural banks say that we are 
created for loans to cooperative peasant farms. [There is no place for 
us, because for all the years such a song has been heard about state 
farms.] State farms have not found a firm place in the credit system. 
In everyday life, state farms are called a noble widow, a Soviet noble 
widow who begs everywhere. And they call them what they 
deserve. It does not have a definite place, and therefore it is quite 
natural until this song will exist, until the real place of a major 
agricultural is indicated. production (call from the chairman). I'm 
finishing now. Until then, we will arouse anger on the part of the 
peasantry, thanks to weakness, we will support disbelief in state 
farms, in these socialist forms of agriculture. The state farms 
demand one thing, that they be treated no worse than cooperative 
peasant farms or individual peasant farms. We have up to 25% of 
the mechanical traction force, why don't we have more, because we 
are not sold for our money. When selling tractors to cooperative 
farms, to individual farms, they give a loan for two years, and they 
demand from us 40% in cash, and the rest after the first harvest. We 
will not be able to pay for expensive cars without credit with a slow 
circulation of capital in agriculture (once every 13 months). Even 
American farmers are unable to buy such expensive machines as 
tractors under these conditions. 


Comrades, I may express a naive thought here, but I got real 
satisfaction from the fact that the state farm question received 
sufficient attention from the Politburo, because, to my great regret, 
they approach this question, stop and step back, it does not move 
forward ... Let today, once and for all, speak out on it and confirm 
all the directives that exist in this regard, [there will be no more 
conversations in the tones of social security] and once and for all put 
an end to the liquidationist and socialist sentiments in the field of 
the state farm question. 


Rykov. Kalinin has the floor. 


Kalinin * (* Mikhail Kalinin's speech was recorded unsatisfactorily. 
This is evidenced by the remarks he made during the editing of the 
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transcript. which he noted: "Looks like an experienced 
stenographer. M.K." RGASPI. F. 17. Op. 163. D. 696. L. 177, 178.). 
Due to the limited time, I will focus only on state farms. I am amazed 
that in their reports the comrades did not dwell on the work 
question, even Ancelovich, and yet this is one of the most important 
fundamental questions. 


Voice. We will draw conclusions. 


Kalinin. And I must say frankly, one of the strongest brakes in the 
development of state farms. State farms must compete with peasant 
farming; they do not have the kind of proletariat that factories and 
mills have, in state farms agricultural. the proletariat is still being 
created. Under the landowners, we did not have agricultural. 
proletariat, the most unadapted peasants went to work for the 
landowner. 


Voice. You can't say that. 
Voice. This is not true. 
Stalin. How will he take up the car? 


Kalinin. [Don't worry, I am not taking the person who is in our 
Latvia. In Estonia and Latvia, there were also developed workers 
who went to state farms.] The machine has only one manager, and 
there are dozens of workers on the estate. I exclude Latvia and 
Estonia, where farming was highly developed. This is very natural, 
do not forget that the average pay was 50-70 rubles. [these 50 rubles. 
received from the landowner] from Yegoriev day until the end of 
November 59. 


Trotsky. Where are these farms? 
Voice. The seasonal workers received 150 rubles for the harvest. 


Kalinin. If you take tobacco workers who went to tobacco 
plantations, then, of course, they earned more, well, but in general 
70 - this is in extreme cases, and during the winter they received no 
more than 15-20 rubles. S.-kh. The proletariat, as a proletariat, is only 
now being created in our country, and the work of the All-Served 
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Land Forestry and the state farm, it consists in doing this second 
work, it is establishing agricultural production. large-scale state 
production, and it is now creating really agricultural. proletariat. 
But when you create the proletariat, then in this group of the 
proletariat, in my opinion, there should be a stronger selection than 
in factories and factories, and accordingly, the right to dismiss and 
the right to regulate the administration of state farms should be 
strengthened. Factory committees are better, they are more 
connected with production, and on state farms, dismissal, I 
experienced from my own experience, is a huge difficulty. 


Voice. We canceled overtime. 
Kalinin. [The rights of managers are equally important.] 
Voice. We have. 


Kalinin. [You have, but the hay is lost. I believe that here, too, the 
law should be strengthened, in a word]. I think, if there is a 
difference between communes and state farms, it is that communes 
have cheaper labor, and state farms are organizationally stronger. I 
believe that NKZem and the heads of state farms should work on 
this issue and give a corresponding proposal. Second question. It is 
necessary to reduce the cost of credit, after all, agricultural products 
at their market prices, especially those products that the state 
especially needs, like grain bread, they are cheaper than 
manufactured goods. And the state farms, in order to reduce the cost 
of their production, must have cheap credit, such a directive must 
be given. In any case, they should not be higher than 6% per annum. 
Then, it seems to me, the state farms need to be transferred to the 
state account. 


Voice. They are translated. 


Kalinin. I dont know. On a business account with the right of 
independence, which factory enterprises have, which are on the 
state account. I consider it necessary to select managers based on 
their success. I must say that we do not select managers based on the 
success of the manager, and those managers who are economically 
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successful are often removed rather than useless. With great 
difficulty we had to defend it. 


Voice. Why? 


Kalinin. This is done because a good owner is demanding, in 
agriculture you need a person who would not work for himself, at a 
factory a person can work nothing for himself, at a factory you don't 
want to, you do the work, the car turned around, put the shells in, 
there's nothing you can do about it. Therefore, I believe that the 
selection of managers should be based primarily on success. Then it 
is necessary to take a measure so that state farms have a deduction 
rate for the maintenance of higher authorities. Now what happens? 
For state farms that are successful, their success is delayed by the 
fact that they are sucked more, and it is necessary that the manager 
sees that greater success ensures more funds in the economy. [This 
is a quantitative point of view of equalization and the general legal 
point of view may not be good.] 


Kamenev. [Equality and statehood are two different things. ] 


Kalinin. [The point of view of statehood - if one does not have 
enough money, and in the other there is left, it is necessary to 
transfer there, but the point of view of pushing the leaders - it is 
necessary to know that his money will go to the maintenance of the 
apparatus, will go to the state farm]. If the rate of deduction is not 
enough, it must be adopted by the state or local budget at its own 
expense. For example, Gosselsindikat if it is not enough for the 
maintenance of standards contributions, which will be developed, it 
is necessary to transfer the remaining amount to the state budget, 
gubtrest - to the local budget [unless the syndicate content is not 
enough to dismiss in the state. budget, etc., these are the four 
measures that I thought needed to be done]. 


Here are four measures that I think it will be useful to take. 


Two words in conclusion. I have already written about this and I 
believe that we need to support the state farms by all means and 
ways. I believe that it is not true that the state farms will not grow. 
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Maybe in Ukraine, where there is little land, but why prejudge those 
methods and opportunities that the state has a lot. 


If we see that the state farm tithe gives twice as much as the peasant 
tithe, then perhaps it will be easier for us to take an entire small 
village for full maintenance and then dissipate it. Therefore, the 
pessimism introduced by the Ukrainian, as if there are no prospects, 
is wrong. The main thing is to make the state farms profitable; it is 
necessary that the tithe of the state farm should give twice the 
peasant tithe. And once this is done, the forms will be easily found. 


Rykov (chairman). Comrade Rosit has the floor. 


Rosit. I will dwell on some issues, in particular, on the speech of 
Comrade Latsis. A few words about the statute of the 
Gosselsyndikat. Comrade Latsis abuses one decision of the STO of 
February 2, 22nd, when, in fact, the Gosselindikat was assigned 
functions not only of a sales and supply, but also of a production 
nature. But after 1922, I have already referred to this and it has not 
been canceled, by the decree of the All-Russian Central Executive 
Committee and the Council of People's Commissars on March 30, 
1925, it was decided that direct management of state farms in the 
form of general management leadership and control is given to 
NKZem, and the Gosselindikat is left with wholesale sales and 
supply 60... This was said at the beginning of the 25th year and has 
not yet been carried out. This displacement of functions that belong 
to NKZem and which cannot be transferred to Gosselsyndikat is 
practically impractical. State farms cannot be managed from 
Moscow. If we said that trusts from the gubernia should not squeeze 
individual state farms, then all the more this applies to the 
Gosselsyndikat as a union center. If you want to lead in this way, 
then it is wrong, it is ruining the business. 


About targeted loans. You see, Comrade Latsis, you are nodding 
about the fact that the RCT included <in> targeted loans that were 
not used for their intended purpose, part of the tractor loans. But 
you in the Gosselsyndikat do not have any permission to spend 
these tractor credits for other purposes other than their intended 
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purpose. I can read exactly what happened: in 1924-25 the 
Gosselsyndikat withheld 807,000 rubles. from a loan for the 
purchase of tractors (out of 1,700 thousand rubles), and pledged 
tractors bought from Gostorg; 1,764,000 rubles were withheld from 
the loan issued by the State Spirit for distilling. You say that you 
have organized and supplied some of the inventory for the 
distilleries. This is partly true, but only partly. Finally, from the seed 
loan of 27,000 rubles, about 2.5 million rubles are obtained. from 
targeted loans 1924-25 


You handle millions of targeted loans so easily, as if this does not 
concern you at all as chairman of the board of Gosselsyndikat. 
Before that, you had withheld about 600,000 rubles, which you had 
no right to use the way you used them. 


That is the entire amount of withheld targeted loans of about 3 
million rubles. on January 1, 1926, it mostly went into retail with 
you, at a time when your retail stores grew from 13 to 45. You look 
at it very easily. Where did you get such a right to do so, given the 
general poverty of the state farms and the lack of loans? 


Now I will dwell on some issues. Comrade In this case, Latsis tried 
to discredit me as a co-rapporteur so much when I spoke about the 
overhead costs for the work of the Gosselsyndikat, about state farm 
construction, as if I were saying this as a prosecutor of an alien class 
against state farms. I find it difficult to find a name for such a trick. 
It is not enough to say that this is stupidity, it is just insolence. When 
you, in the supreme body of the Party, keep silent about the 
shortcomings of the body you are leading, and I want to point out 
and discover these shortcomings, you say that I am acting as a 
prosecutor of an alien class. This is how you understand your tasks 
and economy mode. It turns out that the one who discovers that you 
have smashed more than a million direct losses with your retail 
trade (also earmarked funds) is a prosecutor of an alien class. What 
are you - a little child? 


Rykov. Right. 
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Rosit. Excuse me, I don’t touch on the criminal side of the work of 
the syndicate, I’m taking it here. And the RCP at one time 
approached very gently: the RCP instructed you and NKZem to take 
measures in order to check in a month what has been adopted to 
eliminate all this. But from this picture I will cite one fact, a smaller 
one, but characteristic of how you supplied the state farms with 
breeding animals. Here is a representative of the Moscow 
Committee 61maybe he does not know this separate fact concerning 
the Moscow state farms right there under the syndicate's noses: “Of 
the 80 head of pedigree cows supplied, 40 heads had to be 
slaughtered as a hopeless marriage, 38 heads were classified as 
medium-quality user cattle and only two heads were classified to 
the tribal group ". This is how you supplied the Moscow state farms 
with breeding animals. Out of 80, only 2 heads are fit. You ended up 
with a lawsuit on this basis, according to which the Seltrest 
syndicate filed a claim for 5,000 rubles. You performed these 
operations at a loss for yourself and for Seltrest, what is it? And 
under such conditions, the one who speaks openly, raises the 
question of the inadmissibility of such your work and such your 
mistakes, that prosecutor of an alien class. You turned things upside 
down. What kind of friend of the state farms are you, if I may say 
so, if you do not take seriously the overhead costs of state farms, do 
not study them, and even the very formulation of the question about 
them you think was inspired by a hostile class? State farms, I think, 
should be protected from defenders like you. In this case, it is not 
superfluous to recall the resolution of the RCI, which says that the 
board of the Gosselsyndikat must be revised. Such a task was given 
to NKZem, and comrades who underestimate such things as 
overhead costs to change. What kind of boss is this, an executive 
who doesn't know his overhead? It is clear that under such 
conditions what kind of management of a syndicate can be. I will 
end on this and I think that here before us we had an example of 
handling frivolous not only with pennies, but also with millions. It's 
not a small question when there is such general poverty. State farms 
need to be given loans, and I talked about this, 
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Stalin (very hard to hear) * (* IV Stalin's speech is reproduced from 
an uncorrected transcript. The transcript has a large number of 
omissions. RGASPI. F. 17. Op. 163. D. 696. L. 186-192.) ... The 
question of large non-capitalist agricultural enterprises is of 
tremendous importance to us. Three ways of organizing such non- 
capitalist enterprises are outlined here. The first path along the 
agricultural line cooperatives ... where the peasant works at home, 
but works for the state. We will not talk about this now. The second 
path is state farms, state organizations, the planting of large non- 
capitalist enterprises from above, by forces ... And the third path is 
collective farms, voluntary organizations. These are collective type 
organizations that represent and can represent large enterprises. 


There are two ways - collective farms and state farms. 


About state farms. I think that first of all it is necessary to decisively 
declare and carry out an appropriate campaign so that ... the mood 
of the liquidation of our state farms was eliminated. We must 
decisively set a limit and say, we need state farms, we will develop 
them, and whoever doesn’t like it, let them ... State farms are a great 
thing for us both as demonstration enterprises, implanting new 
farming, and as strongholds for us ina village in the sense of a direct 
commercial ... It turns out that we have 26 million poods. grain this 
year may be thrown away by the state farms, this is no small matter 
for us. State farms can also be indicative institutions in the sense of 
imposing collective forms of production in the countryside. But it is 
necessary to arrange things so that the state farms are truly 
illustrative. And when determining the role of state farms, one must 
proceed from the fact that that state farms are a form of the future of 
agriculture, a large form of socialist economy, state farms must be 
supported in every possible way. And all talk about liquidating state 
farms, about squandering them must end. What is required from 
state farms? To be indicative. There are many defects in this part. ... 
materials are scarce, they are old; there is no such center that would 
unite the state farms; they are scattered over various organizations. 
The fact that there is a lot of overhead, it gives a lot of food for men 
to scold us. The fact that state farms have governing bodies ... 
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Overhead costs and expenditures on the apparatus should play a 
decisive role in our policy. If we take the whole policy towards the 
country as a whole, it is clear that we must do something from the 
point of view of industrial development in general ... or we must 
reduce our staff, which will give at least 800 million rubles. annually. 
So, we have to choose: whether to lead the matter to the breakdown 
of the bloc with the peasantry or to reduce our apparatus a little. 
This is how the question stands and this is how it will stand. 


... the main question about saving mode. If the question stands this 
way, then it should be applied to state farms. If the state farms are 
not representative institutions in the sense of ... apparatus, not a 
damn thing will come of it, everything that accumulates, all this will 
be squandered, will be plundered. It is necessary to pay attention to 
this in the resolution that will be adopted. 


All sorts of credit benefits are needed for state farms. If a state farm 
is the embryo of a higher type of farming in the countryside, an 
embryo with a tremendous future, on which we pin great hopes, it 
is natural that credit should turn to face the state farms. 


I see that comrade ... has no taste for this. ... all this is true, but are 
there many farms with ... This is not the point; you can always find 
fault with it. But if we pose the main question that state farms are 
the highest form of a developing economy, then it is obvious that 
credit benefits are absolutely necessary. How big? It's a matter of 
counting. But what is given must be given, and what was given must 
be increased. Otherwise, the matter will go to squandering the state 
farms, which will create an enormous danger for our whole policy 
in the countryside. 


About collective farms. This is especially bad. I wanted to talk about 
the central governing body, about the Gosselsyndikate. I am not 
quite sure that a centralized unifying body for supply and 
marketing is already needed for all the republics. Gosselsyndikat on 
paper is a syndicate center created on a voluntary basis for all state 


farms. 


Kaminsky. Except for Transcaucasia. 
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Stalin.On the line of supply and sales. I stood for such a body to 
exist, but that it should have comparatively fewer functions than, for 
example, NKZem says about it, that it be a more flexible body, so 
that it does not stifle the initiative of republics and localities, and 
that it helps, but did not hinder the development of state farms, so 
that he did not replace local initiative with his command, but that 
he was an intermediary and controller in business, for example, 
obtaining a loan, in the installation and distribution of people 
necessary for state farms - whether an accountant or another 
technician - this is a big deal. In the village, where to get cultured 
people there is hard to get. Meanwhile, the Gosselsyndikat, if it 
becomes the center supplying the state farms and organizing their 
sales, it should also take up, among other things, the matter of 
supplying these state farms with people of the highest qualifications 
necessary for state farms. This is the kind of center 


About collective farms. This is a very serious matter - collective 
farms. On a voluntary basis, the poorest part, partly the middle 
peasant part, is organized into collective farms. Why is it organized? 
Of course, because there is no inventory. I think this is a factor that 
will drive the poorest part to collective farms. There is nothing 
wrong with that. People go for their own good. No poor man will 
go to a collective farm for an abstract idea, he will go there because 
he has no equipment and it is useful for him to unite in collective 
farms. This argument comes from poverty, from lack of inventory, 
this argument is not against collective farms, but for them. 


Voice. Right. 


Stalin.And it is necessary to support such voluntary associations of 
the poor and the lower strata of the middle peasant elements. Our 
situation is bad with the experience of accounting for the 
construction of collective farms. This experience is not combined, we 
do not have any central body that would deal with this, and 
therefore people wander in the dark, building collective farms along 
different lines, according to different types. It is necessary to create 
a center that would take into account the experience of building 
collective farms, how collective farms are built, how best to build 
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them, how local people understand that an artel or machine 
partnership with a semi-kulak character is no worse than a collective 
farm. Does everyone understand this? No, not all. On whose 
initiative are such machine partnerships created. On the initiative of 
more initiative people like the kulaks. If there is not some guiding 
center here to advise, instruct, I am afraid, 


Fists and well-to-do people are smart, capable people, and they can 
use this practice for their own purposes. That is why I think that 
attention should be paid to this matter. this business, the business of 
building collective farms, is less organized, less studied than the 
business of state farms, there is any amount of confusion here, a sea 
of confusion, that is why it is not necessary to oppose the existence 
of a center for collective farms, a center generalizing experience, 
giving instructions, keeping records of what collective farms we 
have, what type of collective farms is developing, the center taking 
all this into account. Accounting for all this is needed, but we do not 
have such accounting. No one can guarantee that they are not 
mistaken here by 40 percent. We cannot do without the creation of 
such a center of control and generalizing experience, instructing, not 
financial and not operational. The creation of such a center is 
absolutely necessary in view of the confusion in the matter of 
collective-farm development and in view of the weakness of the 
collective-farm movement. This, of course, does not mean that at the 
bottom they must be separated from the agricultural cooperatives; 
it does not mean that the center must unite the supply functions of 
collective farms on an all-Union scale. This is nonsense, of course. 
This does not mean that he should unite the efforts of collective 
farms on an all-Union scale in the area of marketing. No. The 
creation of anon-operational, control and instructor body at the top, 
which would take into account what is in quantitative terms, take 
into account the existing experience and generalize this experience, 
would make it the property of the center and which would direct 
this matter - the question of creating such a body is most timely in 
view of the confusion that exists in collective-farm development. 
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Credit incentives are required for collective farms. Only with 
analysis it is necessary to act, which collective farms to give. 
Collectivist collective farms must be supported. Benefits for rent, tax 
and other things are required. The peasant must be told frankly that 
we prefer the collective-farm form of construction, we prefer it more 
than your individual form of construction. We have to whisper in 
his ear that if you want to get out - go to the collective farm. The 
peasant will, of course, not be happy, but we must say frankly that 
we give preference to such a form of management as the collective 
farm, that we put the collective farm in a privileged position, 
because this is the germ of a collective form of farming, the future is 
on their side and we support them. ... We must directly tell the 
peasant, whispering in his ear, that his form of management has no 
future. Here, benefits are absolutely necessary, and the creation of 
such a center that would solicit for collective farms, promote these 
issues in the center, control activities, take into account local 
experience, take into account what collective farms are, what types 
of collective farms, generalize all these data and make these 
generalizations the property of the center - the creation of such a 
center is absolutely necessary. I think that we will have to create a 
commission that would take into account the volume of opinions 
and work out an appropriate draft resolution. 


Rykov. Comrade has the floor. Trotsky. 


Trotsky. It seemed to me in the speeches of some comrades, above 
all in the speech of Comrade Ancelovich, that the distribution of 
attention between the state and collective farms was not quite 
correct. It seemed to me, perhaps, I was mistaken here that Comrade 
Ancelovich connects the future of socialist agriculture only with 
state farms. Now they are collective farms and state farms; in terms 
of volume, they approximately balance each other. Collective and 
state farms seem to have about three million dessiatines. Here it was 
absolutely rightly pointed out that state farms can expand in the 
coming years, the coming decades can only be due to the expansion 
of the cultural area, i.e., land reclamation and other things. 


Svidersky. These possibilities are not limited. 
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Trotsky. These possibilities, of course, are not limited, but they 
require the application of huge funds. We will proceed first of all 
along the line of intensification, along the line of technical 
improvement of land cultivation, and secondly, along the line of 
land reclamation on a large scale. So, in the next period, the 
collective farms that unite the peasant holdings have at least the 
same, and probably greater opportunities than the state farms. 


But the issue is not solved only by the land area. In terms of 
management, agriculture is still incomparably less tolerant of 
centralized methods of management than industry. The questions of 
the organizational forms of socialist agriculture are still far from 
being resolved. How was it before, when the Marxist left wing and 
the opportunists before the revolution were arguing about the 
ability of agriculture to transition to higher forms? We stood on the 
fact, and it was right, that agriculture should undergo basically and 
most importantly the same evolution as industry, i.e., that 
agriculture should, in the process of industrialization, go to 
enterprises of a large, and then gigantic, in the future - a national 
scale. But questions about the stages, about transitional forms and 
about management were not predetermined by anyone and could 
not be predetermined. 


Why does state farms seem to be easier to graft in our low-cultivated 
agricultural environment? Because it seems easier to resolve the 
issue of management by administrative means, by command. In this 
respect, the advantages of state farms are obvious, but the question 
of the interest and mutual control of workers in state farms is solved 
much worse than in communes. Meanwhile, one of the sources of 
bureaucratic management and work in general <is> lack of interest. 
They talk about women's quarrels in collective farms. Why are they 
fighting? One says: “My husband did more work, and I have two 
children. You have three. " This is, of course, a quarrelsome, petty- 
bourgeois form of mutual control, which is determined by poverty 
and the like. But this is still a form of social control, don't be lazy, 
especially since you are multi-family, etc. This mutual control is 
essential as an antidote to indifference. In industry, we cannot go to 
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this. There, control is largely in the technique itself. This is not yet 
the case in agriculture. The personal and direct interest of the 
worker in the product of labor is of great importance there. I have 
seen in individual communes a transition to a more correct 
distribution of labor power into groups by branches of the economy. 
In addition to the main cadre of workers, field breeders, there are 
responsible and interested groups for cattle breeding, for gardening, 
for gardening, and so on. 


Kaminsky. Internal specialization. 


Trotsky. Yes. The board assigns tasks to these groups based on the 
experience of the past year, and if you pass this task, a well-known 
prize is given. This, again, increases the immediate interest of all 
those involved. 


Ancelovich. This is piecework. 


Trotsky. Yes, if you like, piecework, but based on collective self- 
government and direct interest, a system that does not require 
control from above. I would not consider it unexpected if in two- or 
three-years labor productivity on collective farms turned out to be 
higher than on state farms. This is far from ruled out. I understand, 
comrade. Ancelovich, as chairman of the Union of Agricultural 
Workers, you direct your attention along the line of state farms. But 
the party and the state have the advantage that they have both state 
and collective farms and can make the necessary comparisons all the 
time. Competition with peasant farming is inevitable and obligatory 
for both of these forms. Of course, the eight-hour working day - this 
is the conquest of the revolution - should be preserved on state farms 
too, but the flexibility associated with the seasonality of work, is 
achieved much more painlessly on collective farms on the basis of 
immediate interest. And in other respects, there is more flexibility in 
collective farms, it is provided not by the administrative discretion 
of the manager, but by mutual control and collectivity, which is 
created by harmony. 


Kalinin. And interest. 
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Trotsky. I saw only four or five collective farms in Ukraine and the 
North Caucasus, and they amazed me with the activity of their 
cadres. 


In most cases, these are young people, often former Red Army 
soldiers, ideological, who cover economic issues from all sides and 
consider themselves as pioneers in the field of socialist agriculture. 


Now the question about overheads. Where will they be smaller? 
Again, apparently, on collective farms. The management of state 
farms is centralistic and thus causes more overhead costs. On 
collective farms, supervision from above is replaced by control from 
below. But collective farms, especially communes, demand from 
workers a higher initiative and culture. Whether these pros and cons 
will balance each other and how - we do not yet know. Experience 
must be given the floor. 


We have heard here that the peasants say: "If you gave us these 
funds, we would do more for the same money." If the peasants say 
so with good reason, then this is a serious blow to the state farms. 
When will we be able to publish such a balance of state farms for the 
purpose of bringing together the mass of peasants ...? 


Ancelovich. About agricultural cooperation? 


Trotsky. ... we will finally secure the future of the state farms when 
we publish a balance that shows that we got a greater effect on one 
tithe and per unit of labor force than a good peasant economy, then 
the state farms won. But this has not yet been proven. It was said 
here that agricultural assistance from the state farms to the district 
peasantry, assistance with seeds, pedigree cattle and others, is not 
profitable for the state farms. I do not know how the calculations are 
made technically, but it is clear that this is the state's business. If the 
state farms suffer a loss on this, then this is fundamentally wrong. 
This matter must be dismembered. The state gives an order to the 
state farm: you release pedigree bulls or stallions to the peasants at 
such and such a price, and I, the state, pay you the difference. 
Otherwise, we carry out state functions through state farms. 
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Svidersky. And so, it is done. 
Ancelovich. This is not done. 


Trotsky. Obviously, this is not done, because if this were done, then 
there would be no complaints about unprofitableness. 


Latsis. The difference is not paid yet. 


Trotsky. Here they talked about the semi-security principle if we 
give privileges to collective farms. If we give wasted benefits, i.e., if 
hungry people go to a collective farm for a year, receive help and 
disperse, then this is, of course, a bad form of social assistance, and 
not the collectivization of agriculture. But that was before, in the 
early years, and now we have a certain selection in the collective 
farms and we have full opportunity to control their composition 
before giving benefits, so this danger is not so great now. But one 
must clearly understand that otherwise than with state assistance, 
you will not be able to raise production cooperation, especially in 
agriculture. There is nothing "socialist" here, there is a socialist 
principle, not a socialist principle! About the center. I do not agree 
with the idea that, as the co-operators were pushing here, the 
collective farms should be dissolved in co-operatives. No need to 
withdraw, but you can't dissolve either. Comrade Kaminsky says 
that collective farms are only channel of cooperation, among others. 
But we must not forget that this is the highest type of cooperation. 
There are still few collective farms, the quality is not high, but this 
is the highest type since it extends to production. No socialism can 
be built without production cooperation. Sales cooperation is only 
an initial stage. Only to the extent that production cooperatives 
begin to stand out more and more from the peasant masses in 
general, from consumer and sales cooperatives in particular, will we 
have an objective criterion that the countryside is moving towards 
socialism. So collective farms are not just one of the sectors, one of 
the sectors among others, it is the highest form, which in the 
historical perspective [preference is given] all other preparatory 
forms of cooperation are gradually subordinated. Therefore, it is 
impossible to simply dissolve the collective farms in the 
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organization of the Selskosoyuz. Special, attentive, specialized 
guidance from the center is needed. What did they complain about 
in Ukraine, in the North Caucasus? Not only lack of leadership, but 
also lack of attention. One commune, "Red Mayak", on its own 
initiative switched to the principle of the community members' 
interest in the results of their work. This does not mean the complete 
destruction of the communist principle in the field of consumption. 
They have common apartments, common children's, common 
school, common club, these elements of collectivization of everyday 
life remain. They have a common kitchen and, apparently, it will 
remain so. But in the common kitchen one will, perhaps, take only 
two dishes, and the other will take sweets for the children. With 
regard to clothing, tobacco, and other things - more individualism, 
freedom of choice and so on. So, in general, the regime is transient. 
But, apparently, this kind of regime corresponds to the present state 
of the communes. However, the most curious thing is that some 
communes fought over the same issue, not daring to tell the district 
party committee about the principle of interest. "They will suddenly 
say that we have hit NEP." Are there any instructions on this? No. 
There is no guidance on many other aspects of the issue. What is 
needed is a center that, summarizing experience, must be able to say 
within what limits and under what conditions benefits to collective 
farms are rational. That they are generally necessary is indisputable, 
without this we will not go forward, but within what limits, in what 
forms, this issue should be resolved on the basis of experience. 


Rykov. Comrade Svidersky * (* The speech is reproduced from an 
uncorrected transcript). 


Svidersky. I will focus primarily on Comrade Rosita's remarks. 
Comrade Rosit rebuked that we want to hide all the defects in the 
work of the Gosselsyndikat. This reproach is incorrect, because 
Comrade Rosit sent his accusations to us in writing, we signed them 
and read them. So, I had no attempt to hide them. 


And I just asked and did not touch here why. This question, which 
is at the meeting of the Politburo, is the question of collective and 
state farm construction. The main issue is the weak form of state 
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farms, seltrests and state agricultural syndicates. We have a dispute 
about what is the competence of the Gosselsyndikat, what is the 
People's Commissariat for Land, but in this neither we nor the RCP 
are arguing. In this link, a certain place is given to the 
Gosselsyndikat ... 


Voice. The main thing is overhead. 


Svidersky. ... with regard to overhead costs, we can say that things 
are bad in any Soviet body ... 


Stalin. This is an excuse. 


Svidersky. ... but the point is in these or those numbers, in those 
events that are being fought. Here's the thing, Rosit told me about it. 
The charges brought against by the RCT staff differ in one 
characteristic. They always know everything, they expose everyone 
- this is one type of workers, but for their work it is necessary. 
Another type that once worked in this area. They left, and when they 
left, it turns out they have a colossal amount of knowledge in this 
area, this is Shefler. Here he says that to criticize the work when they 
are poorly organized, but they were organized by Comrade. Shefler, 
he laid, he organized, and after him we had to fix it. If in three years 
we have not been able to complete it, (laughter) we should be 
reproached, but even under this condition, if he returned, he 
probably would not have recognized. The accusation he made about 
bad organization must be dropped. Comrade Rosit says the 
following in his accusation: "You ate the share capital.” This is at our 
meeting. Then Smirnov put the question point-blank: "Tell me, what 
share capital was consumed by Gosselindikat?" Here it throws up 
the question of how much is eaten. If you drop such a question, it 
means not knowing the state of affairs in the least. If we analyze the 
share capital that was eaten on paper, then there was no share 
capital, and that it was eaten only formally, not actually (laughter). 


Trotsky. How is it formally eaten? 
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Svidersky. Formally, because there were 5 million, and when it 
turned out that there were no 5 million, they fix broken tractors and 
put them in fixed assets. 


Kamenev. On the paper. 
Svidersky. These tractors were sold for 40-50 thousand. 
Voice. Tractor cemetery. 


Svidersky That's right, the tractor cemetery. That's what it is about. 
You cannot come and criticize with such arguments; this is the most 
frivolous way of criticism (laughter). And what about a targeted 
loan? Here, of course, a controversial question of how to count a 
targeted loan. You will not deny that under the Gosselsyndikat 
system, state farms were provided with more than 8 million, the 
same ... state farms were given less by 2 million. in accordance with 
those targeted loans that were allocated to him for this. If we take a 
formal point of view, then it turns out that these millions were 
intended in this order, and spent in a different order. This will be a 
formal violation, not a substantive one. Meanwhile, you are 
accusing not of a formal violation, but in essence, Gosselsyndikat of 
pocketing money. 


The second maneuver is to approach criticism, tell an episode, it 
may be bright, and then quit. 


Stalin. Still caught. 


Svidersky. T. 62 talked about 80 breeding cows that were sold to the 
MOZGU * (* So in the document.), Of which 40 were not breeding 
cows, they had to be slaughtered. The same applies to the time of 
the king of the peas, this applies to NEP. 


Trotsky. Then the king was not. 


Svidersky.I will prove it to you with documents. Here you may have 
been misled, misinformed, but this story was in the 22-23rd year. In 
my report, I was supposed to touch on the 24-25th year, and I could 
not tell all those anecdotes in this area that were in the 22nd-23rd 
year. This was not part of my task. But the accusations that 
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Gosselsyndikat is engaged only in retail trade. If you listen to 
Comrade Rosita, it turns out that the Gosselsyndikat is only engaged 
in opening small shops in Moscow, and one might even think that it 
sells almost non-state farm products. Wine and so on are not 
sovkhozes, but if sovkhozes, then not those that are united by the 
Gosselsyndikat. This may be the shadow side, but there was another 
side of the matter in the activities of the Gosselsyndikat. You keep 
silent about it and draw conclusions that do not correspond to 
reality. 


Picture of the 23-24th year. The entire commodity turnover was 3700 
thousand, of which wholesale 2100 thousand and retail 1600 
thousand. Thus, retail trade in general makes up 44%. 


Stalin. And how much loss? 


Svidersky. In 24-25, all trade amounted to 17,211 thousand, of which 
retail 6.5 million, ie. 38%, thus, retail trade did not absorb 
everything. And you come to the Politburo and do not say anything 
about the wholesale, this is not a system of criticism, by this you do 
not reveal the truth, but obscure it. 


As for the loss, it is calculated in ... I submit that all the charges of 
the RCT, if we check them, will turn out to be wrong. We liquidated 
* (* There is a handwritten note by an unknown person: “T. 
Svidersky said: “We have not liquidated retail trade’.”) Retail trade. 


Rosit. Why? 


Svidersky. Because they found it impractical (laughter). I did not 
defend, but only pointed out the following that Gosselsyndikat was 
engaged not only in retail, but also in wholesale trade, which is its 
direct responsibility. Losses of half a million, not over 2 million, as 
comrade says. Rosit. 


The main question is whether the system of organization of state 
farms that is outlined is correct. It is as follows: state farms, seltrests, 
Gosselsyndikat. What are the functions of the Gosselsyndikat and 
the People's Commissariat for Land? We are pursuing the following 
line: we are the most resolute opponents of centralization, and this 
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is the dispute with Comrade Rosit. He says that the planned 
leadership should be concentrated in the People's Commissariat for 
Land, we say that this is nonsense, and we will not agree to this. By 
adopting such a resolution, we deny it and believe that it is a utopia 
to manage everything from Moscow. We leave only general 
observation in order to know what processes are taking place, and 
we find that supply and marketing management, instructing should 
be in the Gosselsyndikat, but built on a voluntary principle. This is 
the ruling that is correct (* So in the document). 


Then let me say a couple of words about the labor question, which 
Comrade Kalinin, our resolution has worked out the question of the 
work question as well. Now Comrade. Trotsky pointed out the 
following that if cultural events are unprofitable, then they must be 
shifted at the expense of the state, we put it that way, in the 
resolution it is written in black and white 63... As for the collective 
farms, I must say the following that this report was presented at the 
NKZ, and we are in a difficult position, we, it turned out, do not 
know the collective farms, and it is curious that the circular, which 
will be in some way self-flagellating, is very good he answers 
everything that Comrade Stalin and Aleksey Ivanovich, these 
circulars are carried out by few, because we have no apparatus. In 
the 23rd year when we are with Comrade. Smirnov carried out a 
new position, we posed the question that there should be a small 
apparatus overseeing the collective farm movement, and I believe 
that this apparatus was not given to us, I believe that the report that 
was made here and the co-report that was made by Comrade 
Kaminsky, <show> that the state should have a small apparatus that 
would observe these phenomena.(* So in doc)sense of 20,000 
associations, but we have "wild" collective farms, which are not 
included in agricultural. cooperation, there are 20% of them, this is 
a phenomenon that Comrade. Stalin, the "wild" collective farms that 
we have, and here we must, on the one hand, rely on collective farms 
- economic socialist construction, but we must bear in mind that the 
peasant is more cunning than us, and the moment of socialist 
construction may turn against us ... Now the collective farms are 
institutions that are a gateway, but on the other hand, they are the 
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apparatus from which one can take possession of state property, we 
have kulak elements in the localities that organize the exploitation 
of the local population. In this regard, a leading center should be 
created - in Moscow or in large regions, these associations will 
certainly be correct, 


Rykov * (* The speech is reproduced from an uncorrected 
transcript.). I want to say a few words about the fact that we have 
decided whether collective farms should be compulsory or not. In 
my opinion, in no case can they be compulsory. We can assume that 
they will be compulsory in the event that the collective farms are 
exempted from any tax and they give cars the first time for free, and 
then with great benefits. In my opinion, there is no difference from 
compulsion here. Each peasant raises the question that if he does not 
enter the collective farm, he will pay tax and bear all sorts of 
hardships, if he does not want to do this, then he must go to the 
collective farm, this will be a system, in my opinion, compulsory. 


Kalinin. Economically compulsory. 
Trotsky. Not forced, but incentive. 


Rykov. Not incentive, but compulsory. If we are in the order of a 
single s.-kh. We tax the income of the peasant at 25% of their 
collection and declare one system of organization exempt from this 
contribution, then if he does not want to pay this 25%, he goes to the 
collective farm and will go to the collective farm in order not to pay. 
Why do we need collective farms? We need collective farms in order 
to raise agriculture to a higher level of production, objectively, so 
that they are more sustained in the sense of being profitable, 
generally more productive and improve people's life and the system 
of organization. We will achieve this in the event that we defend 
exceptional conditions. In my opinion, this is called half-salvation, 
when they make it possible with the help of our benefits to exist, 
despite the fact that they give less than any private economy, then 
their production will be the lowest form ... (inaudible). 


On this basis, it is possible to achieve regenerative * (* So in the 
document) forms, this can lead to a social security form, and 
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secondly, regarding rations for 300 souls ... (inaudible). They said at 
the beginning 70, approximately 400 rubles. per employee. It is 
absolutely clear that under this guise of cooperation we will have to 
suck funds from the collective farms, therefore, in the form of 
benefits, it is necessary to keep at such a level that it does not turn 
into a social welfare, charitable form, so that it does not create an 
opportunity to burn through state money without raising the 
economy. Here it is necessary to determine the amount of benefits 
that should and can be left. In my opinion, with regard to collective 
farms, now the central issue for collective farm agriculture is raising 
to a higher level, only the socialist form here is unfounded and will 
drag the entire system of organization back. Therefore, the size must 
be set in such a way and so that, firstly, politically made it possible 
to protect the collective farms from ... (inaudible) and, secondly, so 
that the peasant knows that there are benefits there, because this is 
a more productive form, and here the system and the benefit itself 
pushes for improvement. Why the hell then get ready, why, if all 
this does not exist, there will be no credit, there will be no 
opportunity to get cars for free, horses, etc. This is the main thrust, 
and to repeat the experience that we experienced several years ago, 
when we organized countless communes and they took everything 
away from what was, and there was organized a passage yard, one 
comes - drags, the other drags, there is no need ... What is needed 
are such privileges that would put them in a competitive ability with 
an average organization of funds, a competitive ability with an 
ordinary one-man farm with an average organization of production. 
It is possible to admit such privileges which, given the current level 
of production, will give less. Here it is called a semi-Soviet form. 


I propose to create a commission. Molotov is not here, but it is best 
to head it with Molotov. The composition of the commission: 
Molotov, Kalinin, Kosior, Rosit, Ancelovich, Svidersky, Kuznetsov. 
Molotov will be here soon. All these benefits and so on are listed in 
the order of STO 64. Therefore, it is necessary to give an additional 
directive to the question that has been poorly or well exhausted, 
only one: the commission should be obliged to present a project for 
organizing such a center for collective farm development, which, 
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having no operational functions, would control, monitor their 
activities, and help collective farm development. 


Voice. Regulated, studied. 


Rykov. Supervised, regulated, studied, and assisted, but would not 
have operational functions. 


This is a general task to give to the commission. Organize the 
commission in the same composition as I announced, and give it a 
relatively long term, say, a month. 


Stalin. Two weeks. 
Voice. Three weeks. 


Kuibyshev. I propose to replenish the commission with the 
Chutskaevs. 


Voice. Introduce Latsis. 
Rykov. Svidersky enters. 


Svidersky. You can introduce Chutskaev with the replacement of 
Rosit. 


Voice. Krutoshinsky from Ukraine. 


Kaminsky. I propose to introduce Yakovlev. Not that Yakovlev who 
deals with supplies and spoke here, but there is Yakovlev from the 
Central Control Commission 65. He is the chairman of this council. 
These are the people who practically run the whole business. 


Janson. Yakovlev is on vacation. 
Rykov. Comrade Kaminsky has the floor. 


Kaminsky. First of all, regarding the remark of Comrade Kosior. I 
did not cite detailed data on Comrade Trotsky's proposal, meaning 
that they are set out in the written report, and in my speech dwelt 
only on the most pressing questions for us. 
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Of these, two questions attracted the attention of almost all the 
comrades who spoke and were clarified in detail in the debate. 


Concerning the central apparatus. We have no dispute that such an 
apparatus is needed as the leading and organizational center of the 
collective farm movement. Moreover, such an apparatus already 
exists, it exists in the person of the All-Union Council of Collective 
Farms under the Selskosoyuz. Comrade Vinnikov denies that this 
council has an all-Union character; in fact, it is. It includes with the 
consent of the Ukrainian Central Committee and the collective farms 
of Ukraine. But it's not that. We are not going to drive anyone there 
with a stick. A number of well-known comrades (Yakovlev, 
Mitrofanov, etc.) take part in the council. He also has a small 
technical apparatus. 


Nevertheless, we have done considerable work to study the 
collective-farm movement and to generalize experience in this area. 
There are serious written works of the council. By the 14th Party 
Congress, a large work, "The Collective Farms of the USSR" 66 was 
published. There are monographs on individual collectives of the 
North Caucasus, the permanent magazine "Collectivist" is 
published 67etc. Nor can it be said that we are not leading the 
collective farm movement. We're not leading enough - that's right. 
The collective farm council, which is largely composed of local 
representatives, meets regularly, and its decisions form the basis of 
the directives we issue to the localities. We have given directives on 
all the main issues of collective farm development, on the 
organization of labor, everyday life, organization of production, etc. 
New regulations have been worked out, taking into account the 
accumulated experience of collective farm development. 


Trotsky. This is not necessary, of course? 


Kaminsky. No, of course, these are not mandatory, but approximate 
statutes. It is perfectly clear, however, that with the means available 
to agriculturalists. co-operation, I must state this bluntly, much 
cannot be done, and to the proposal made by Comrade Stalin 
concerning the organization of a center for collective farms, a clause 
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on the financial basis of this center should be added. The same 
should be said for unions. Great work is required of them; such a 
movement as the collective farm requires great effort and constant 
attention. Here, comrade. Trotsky, your expression about the 
gatekeepers is quite appropriate; a particularly serious gatekeeper is 
needed here. But this requires funds. 


Trotsky. Do you agree to accept this definition, only to be given 
money? 


Kaminsky. Yes, I agree. It is necessary and possible for a party to be 
a gatekeeper. It is necessary that funds be given. There is a lot of 
theoretical work to be done here. Surveys, which even the CSO does 
not carry out because the CSO does not have enough budget, are 
also needed. 


The last question is whether certain forms of encouraging collective 
farm development are needed. The dispute that arose in connection 
with the speech of Alexei Ivanovich seems to have been exhausted. 
We believe that the state should encourage the collective farm 
movement with appropriate benefits. But this encouragement is 
only useful to a certain extent. Aleksey Ivanovich is right that it 
should not go into social security. 


Stalin. Do not say that you are poor, otherwise you will not receive 
any loan. 


Trotsky. And not equated with individual assistance. 


Kaminsky. When we convened a congress in 1926, two groups of 
collective farms emerged at it, one group had its slogan "Take and 
drag where it is bad." 


Stalin. Probably the strongest group. 


Kaminsky. May be. I and Comrade Svidersky and even Comrade 
Bukharin had to seriously work on them. Ultimately, at this 
congress, the main nucleus of collective farm leaders took shape. 
The congress learned that it was necessary to head the other way. 
On their own efforts, on internal growth. But at the same time, the 


483 


collective farm workers add that the Party should not forget them, 
that they fought at the front, and now, together with the Party, they 
will build socialism in the countryside. Indeed, the question must be 
resolved in such a way that in the most difficult of the most difficult 
matters which the collective farmers are doing, they always feel the 
attention and assistance of the Party. 


Rykov. Are these Siberian partisans? 


Kaminsky. Yes, Siberian partisans. Comrade Trotsky was right that 
there are strong groups in the North Caucasus too. 


Stalin. In Transcaucasia, I met such extremely strong guys. New 
people are perfect. 


Kaminsky. If the Party has to go through new difficulties in the 
countryside, these extremely tough guys will undoubtedly be useful 
to us. State encouragement is necessary, but should not, however, 
replace the independence of collective farms, but, on the contrary, 
stimulate it. And in collective farm construction, the main task 
facing us is the task of strengthening and accelerating social 
accumulation. It is necessary that the collective farm cease to be a 
passage yard and a temporary stage on the way to the restoration of 


individual farming. 


It often happens that a collective farm breaks up just when it has 
grown up, got stronger and got on its feet. This happens because 
everyone gets a horse and leaves. Therefore, Aleksey Ivanovich is 
right when he says that the promotion should be carried out in a 
skillful manner. State assistance should stimulate — social 
accumulation within the collective. The collective farmers 
understand this, but sometimes they reach the point of stupidity, for 
example, up to the actual prohibition to leave the collective, 
deprivation of land, etc. We are against such compulsion. It can only 
scare away and repel from the collective farms. Certainly, certain 
restrictions are needed, and they are given in the sample statutes. 
The main thing that we must note is that the collective farm 
movement has managed to single out reliable cadres of strong 
people who are quite capable of leading it. This is a big political plus. 
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Secondly, the collective farms themselves are now not the same 
what were before; over the years of the new economic policy, a 
selection of collective farms took place. The least healthy died, the 
strongest remained. Collective farms have ceased to be consumer 
farms, they have significantly developed their marketability, 
adapted to the conditions of the new economic policy, improved 
their internal organization, and began to mechanize. After the 
collapse in the early years of the New Economic Policy, the collective 
farm movement has stabilized and has recently entered a period of 
growth. 


Rykov. On the Volga, I have met really wonderful collective farms. 


Kaminsky. Until recently, we did not pay due attention to the 
collective farms, because we needed to establish, first of all, the main 
mass forms of organization of the peasantry. The collective farms 
were essentially on their own. Despite this, they got up and got 
stronger. This is indisputable proof of their vitality. There are, of 
course, and now there are still quite a few sick organizations that 
require rehabilitation. There are organizations where a man goes in 
order to endure the most difficult time, and then return to a sole 
proprietorship. 


Such collective farms, however, are also a useful thing for the party. 
They need help with loans and stuff. This is one of the most realistic 
forms of helping the poor, and I have no doubt that with the right 
approach, a significant part of them can turn into quite sustainable 
organizations. One more remark on the organizational issue. In the 
commission, we will be able to work out in more detail the question 
of the leading center of collective farms, but from the very beginning 
the course towards an operational center should be rejected, just as 
it should be recognized as inexpedient the creation of local alliances 
of collective farms with operational functions. This would cause 
profound harm both to the collective-farm movement and to the 
entire agricultural sector. cooperation. 


Rykov. One from Ukraine should be included in the commission. I 
think to introduce Comrade. Vinnikov, then the composition of the 
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commission is as follows: Molotov, Kalinin, Kosior, Chutskaev with 
replacement by Rozit, Ancelovich, Svidersky, Kuznetsov, 
Kaminsky, Krutoshinsky, Vinnikov. Comrade asks. Shefler as a 
"bank". 


Shefler. I wrote that it would not be advisable to introduce me, since 
they say that it is necessary to discuss the issues of lending to state 
and collective farms, but I do not insist on this at all. 


Trotsky. I propose to create two sub-commissions and then combine 
them. I would suggest that as far as accounting is concerned, this 
should be done in parallel and in the same manner for collective and 
state farms: checking labor productivity, the profitability of an 
enterprise, so that parallel norms are developed for this accounting. 
Then it will be possible to make a comparison. I think we can create 
two sub-committees and then merge them. 


Ancelovich. Since there will be subcommittees, I propose to 
introduce comrades. Latsis and Hrushevsky, a representative from 
the place is desirable. Here is Hrushevsky from his place, the 
chairman of the Ukrainian association of state farms, and Latsis is at 
the head of the Gosselsyndikat. 


Rykov. Then introduce Latsis, Grushevsky and Shefler with 
Schneider replaced. 


Kaminsky. And Yakovleva from Selskosoyuz. 

Rykov. What Yakovlev, we have a lot of them. 

Kaminsky. Alexandra Yakovleva. 

Janson. Then Rosita should be made a member of the commission. 


Rykov. Rosita and Chutskaeva should be included as members of 
the commission. The commission prepares a draft resolution on the 
basis of an exchange of views on state and collective farms. With 
regard to state farms, it presents a project to create a body that, 
without having operational functions, would study and help 
collective farm development. The term of the commission is three 
weeks. So, the question is over 68. 
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1 The transcript was not prepared for printing. Some of the texts 
(report and closing remarks by A.I. Svidersky, speeches by A.I. 
Rykov, LV. Stalin) are not copyrighted. 


The meeting was attended by members of the Politburo: M.I. 
Kalinin, A.I. Rykov, Ya.E. Rudzutak, LV. Stalin, L.D. Trotsky; 
candidates for PB members: L.B. Kamenev: members of the Central 
Committee of the CPSU (b): K. Ya. Bauman, G.E. Evdokimov, 5.V. 
Kosior, G.V. Chicherin; candidate members of the Central 
Committee: G.N. Kaminsky, I.S. Unshlikht; members of the Central 
Control Commission Presidium: V.V. Kuibyshev, 5.E. Chutskaev, 
M.F. Shkiryatov, N.M. Yanson, E.M. Yaroslavsky. A.I. Svidersky, 
D.P. Rosit, L.A. Grushevsky, M.E. Shefler, N.M. Ancelovich, M.I. 
Latsis, Vinnikov, Z.M. Belenky, A.I. Yakovlev, 5.S. Krutoshinsky. 
(RGASPL F. 17.Op. 3. D. 578. L. 1.) 


2"War Communism" - the policy of the Soviet state in the conditions 
of the Civil War (1918-1920), which was based on the food 
dictatorship, direct product exchange between town and country, 
universal labor service and equal pay. 


3 Trusts - in Soviet Russia and the USSR (from 1921 to 1930) - self- 
supporting associations of enterprises in the same industry. 
Zemorgans are land departments of councils of various levels. 


4 Sakharotrest is a state association of the sugar industry of the 
RSFSR and the Ukrainian SSR under the Supreme Council of the 
National Economy of the USSR, formed in 1921. By 1926, 
Sakharotrest had 7 branches, 29 offices, and a number of 
representative offices throughout the country. 


5 Information about the work of this commission could not be 
found. 


6 Gossemkultura is an association of state farms specializing in the 
cultivation of high-quality seeds of pure varieties. 


7 State Spirit is an association of enterprises producing alcoholic 
beverages. 
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8 Under the Labor Land Use Act of May 22, 1922, labor farms were 
allowed to lease land on the condition that the tenant farms cultivate 
it with their own labor. In 1930, in areas of mass collectivization, the 
law was abolished, and in 1937 leasing was prohibited throughout 
the USSR. 


Sharecropping is a type of lease in which the owner of the land 
receives a share of the crop. 


9 The decree of the Central Committee of the RCP (b) dated 
February 9, 1925 "On state farms" indicated the need to bring the size 
and quality of state farm fixed assets in line with the area of 
cultivated land, to strengthen fixed capital, and to provide bank 
loans with a constantly renewed loan. On May 20, 1925, the III 
Congress of Soviets of the USSR approved the measures taken by 
the Central Executive Committee and the Council of People's 
Commissars of the USSR to organize agricultural credit. (Directives 
of the CPSU and the Soviet government on economic issues. M., 
1957. T. 1. S. 504, 543.) 


10 Par - a field left unseeded for the summer to increase soil fertility; 
autumn plowing is a field plowed in the fall for sowing spring crops. 


11 Vyzharebovka is a litter of mares. 


12 VSNKh - Supreme Council of the National Economy, established 
by decree of the All-Russian Central Executive Committee on 
December 14, 1917 as a single center for managing the economy. 


13 Gosselsyndikat - All-Russian State Agricultural Syndicate of the 
RSFSR People's Commissariat of Agriculture. 


14 Lending to state farms was provided for by the decision of the 
Organizing Bureau of the Central Committee of the RCP (b) of 
February 9, 1925. 


15 Vserabotzemles - All-Russian Trade Union of Land and Forest 
Workers, formed in September 1920, in January 1926 renamed into 
the Union of Agricultural and Forestry Workers of the USSR. 
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16 NK RKI - People's Commissariat of Workers ‘and Peasants’ 
Inspection was created by decree of the All-Russian Central 
Executive Committee on February 7, 1920. By decision of the XII 
Congress of the RCP (b), it was merged with the Central Control 
Commission (CCC), which was enshrined in a resolution of the 
Presidium of the Central Executive Committee and the Council of 
People's Commissars of the USSR in 1923, until 1934, it operated 
jointly with the Central Control Commission of the All-Union 
Communist Party (Bolsheviks), although formally it was an 
independent state body. 


17 Probably Gosselsyndikat is meant. 


18 This refers to M.I. Latsis, member of the board of the People's 
Commissariat for Land and Chairman of the Board of the 
Gosselsyndikat. 


19 The Central Agricultural Bank was created by the decree of the II 
Congress of Soviets of the USSR on February 1, 1924. It was 
responsible for the development and implementation of plans for 
agricultural loans, their coordination with the banks of the Union 
republics and with the general financial and credit policy. 


20 Probably A.P. Smirnov, People's Commissar of Agriculture of the 
RSFSR. 


21 This refers to the written report that was distributed to the 
participants in the Politburo meeting. 


We are talking about the distribution of communist students who 
graduated in 1926 from the Agricultural Academy. K.A. Timiryazev. 
On June 12, 1926, a meeting was held at the organizational and 
distribution department of the Central Committee of the CPSU (b), 
which discussed the distribution plan presented by the People's 
Commissariat for Land. (RGASPI. F. 17.Op. 69. D. 230.) 


23 The written report handed out to the meeting participants was 
signed by A.I. Svidersky June 12, 1926 Preparatory materials for the 
reports of the People's Commissariat of the RSFSR, Selskosoyuz and 
the co-report of the Central Control Commission-NK RKI to the 
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Central Committee of the All-Union Communist Party of Bolsheviks 
on the results of collective and state farm construction were 
published in the Historical Archive magazine. 1960. No. 1. S. 9-78. 
There are no reports in the transcripts (revised and uncorrected). 


24 Probably this refers to the Bulletin of the Central Statistical Office 
of the USSR, published in 1919-1926. 


25 The Central Statistical Office (CSO) was created on July 25, 1918 
as the central statistical body under the SNK of the RSFSR, with the 
formation of the USSR an all-Union CSO was created. 


26 This refers to the All-Union meeting of agricultural collectives 
held in Moscow from February 26 to March 6, 1925. 


27 Agricultural artel - an association of peasants for the purpose of 
running a joint agricultural economy. A partnership for joint 
cultivation of land (TOZ) is the simplest form of agricultural 
production cooperation, in which land plots and the labor of its 
members were united. 


28 At the all-Union meeting of agricultural collectives, the All-Union 
Council of Collective Farms was formed as an advisory body under 
the Selskosoyuz. It consisted of 16 people. - representatives of the 
People's Commissariat for Land of the RSFSR, Selskosoyuz, NK RFK 
USSR, Cooperative Institute, collective farms. 


29 Selskosoyuz - All-Russian Union of Agricultural cooperation. It 
was formed in August 1921. In the first period of its activity, before 
the separation of branch cooperative centers, it was the central 
association in the field of supplying means of production, 
processing, and marketing of agricultural products for the domestic 
and foreign markets. After the formation in 1925 of the Council of 
Agricultural Cooperative Centers and the establishment of the 
Collective Farm Center, Selskosoyuz became a specialized center for 
the production supply of agricultural cooperatives. 


30 This partnership was headed by V.A. Lipaev, a recording of his 
speech at the Council of the Agricultural Union in May 1926 is 
available in the archive. (RGASPI. F. 17.Op. 85. D. 183. L. 163.) 
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31 Latifundia is a large land holding. 


32 Rosselbank is one of the six republican banks that were part of 
the Central Agricultural Bank. 


33 Budenovites are soldiers and commanders of the First Cavalry 
Army, which was commanded by S.M. Budyonny. 


34 Tables are missing in the revised and uncorrected transcript. 


35 The amount of a bank loan of 5 million rubles to be provided to 
state farms. was specified in the Orgburo decree of February 9, 1925. 
The decision was approved as a whole with the following proviso: 
"To approve the resolution of the meeting on work in the 
countryside ... passing paragraph 7 on lending to state farms for 
final permission to the service station.” (RGASPI. F. 17.Op. 112. D. 
636. P. 5; F. 631. Op. 2. D. 18. L. 18-25). When the resolution was 
published, the loan amount was not indicated. This part of the 
resolution was formulated as follows: "Granting state farms a bank 
constantly renewing credit, proceeding from economic expediency, 
guarantees of repayment of loans, as well as in connection with the 
beginning of field work and with harvesting." (Bulletin of the 
Central Committee of the RCP (b). 1925. No. 11-12. P. 10.) 


36 This refers to the report of A.I. Svidersky. 


37 Decree of the Council of People's Commissars of the RSFSR "On 
measures to strengthen the economic situation of Soviet farms" 
March 6, 1925 (Collection of legalizations and orders of the workers 
‘and peasants’ government of the RSFSR. 1925. No. 18. Art. 121.) 


38 Decree of the Central Executive Committee and the Council of 
People's Commissars of the RSFSR dated March 30, 1925 "On 
agricultural trusts." (Collection of legalizations and orders of the 
workers ‘and peasants' government of the RSFSR. 1925. No. 21. Art. 
150.) 


39 See note 23. 
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40 Gosselsklad - State warehouse of agricultural products, 
management of agricultural warehouses of the USSR People's 
Commissariat of Agriculture. 


41 This refers to departments for slaughtering livestock for meat. 


42 Resolution of the Council of People's Commissars of the RSFSR 
dated May 15, 1925 was not found. 


43 Butter Center - All-Russian Union of Dairy Cooperation, 
organized in 1924 on the basis of the dairy and oil department of the 
Selskosoyuz as a production and sales center of the industry. 


44 This is a decree of the Orgburo dated February 9, 1925 "On state 
farms", where it was noted that "the intended size of the loan should 

. be released taking into account the creditworthiness and 
profitability of the credited enterprise for the harvest and 
production of state farms at a maximum of 8-9% per annum" ... 
(RGASPI. F. 631.Op. 2. D. 18.L. 22.) 


45 N.M. Ancelovich from 1923 to 1930 was the chairman of the 
Central Committee of the trade union of agricultural and forestry 
workers. 


46 This refers to D.P. Rosit. 


47 Flax Center - All-Russian Central Cooperative Union of Flax and 
Hemp Growers, formed in August 1922. 


48 Information about this decision could not be found. 


9 This refers to the People's Commissariat of Social Security of the 
RSFSR. 


50 In this case, we are talking about grain production. A pound is a 
unit of mass in the system of Russian measures, about 400 grams. 


51 "Collectivist" is a mass collective farm magazine, an organ of the 
USSR People's Commissariat of Agriculture and the Collective Farm 
Center. It was published in 1925-1933. 
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52 Selmashsindikat, the exact name "Selmash" is the All-Russian 
State Syndicate of Agricultural Machines and Tools, the charter of 
which was approved by the Presidium of the Supreme Council of 
the National Economy on May 9, 1922. 


Gostorg - State Import and Export Trade Office. 


53 Probably, this refers to the decision of the October 1925 plenum 
of the Central Committee of the RCP (b), which in the resolution on 
the report of V.M. Molotov, "On the work of the party among the 
rural poor," recognized the need to create a special fund within the 
Central Agricultural Bank in order to raise the poor peasants, and 
proposed to render all possible assistance to the construction of 
collective farms of the low-power and middle peasants. (Economic 
life in the USSR. Book 1. P. 148.) 


54 Khlebotsentr - All-Russian Union of Agricultural Cooperation for 
the Production, Processing and Marketing of Grain and Oilseeds, 
was established in 1926 with the aim of uniting the activities of 
cooperative organizations included in its system. 


55 Written report could not be found. For background material see 
note 23. 


56 GOMZ (GOMZ) - State Association of Machine-Building Plants, 
created in 1918 and with the beginning of the NEP transformed into 
a trust, existed until 1930. It united the factories Sormovsky, 
Kolomensky, Bryansk, Tverskoy, Mytishchinsky, Tomilinsky, 
Tormoznoy, six plants of the Prioksky Mining District, Rybinsk 
plant and tool plant in Moscow. 


57 The Politburo decision could not be found. 


It was not possible to establish which resolution of the STO is in 
question. 


59 This refers to the period of active field work. Yegoriev day - the 
name day of Yegor (Yuri, Georgy), which was celebrated on June 7 
of the old style, and Yuryev's day, the day of St. George the 
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Victorious, a church holiday celebrated on November 26 of the old 
style. 


60 Resolution of the STO of February 2, 1922 and the decree of the 
All-Russian Central Executive Committee and the Council of 
People's Commissars of March 30, 1925 in the part concerning the 
Gosselsyndikat and its functions. 


61 The meeting was attended by K. Ya. Bauman, member of the 
Central Committee of the CPSU (b), in 1924-1928. - Head of the 
department of the Central Committee of the CPSU (b) for work in 
the countryside and at the same time the second secretary of the MK 
of the CPSU (b). 


62 The speech is about D.P. Rosita. 


63 This is probably a draft resolution presented by the rapporteurs 
on the issue under discussion. 


64 This refers to the resolution of the STO of March 16, 1925, which 
included all the main provisions of the decree of the Council of 
People's Commissars of the RSFSR of March 6, 1925 "On measures 
to strengthen the economic position of Soviet farms." (RGASPI. F. 
631. Op. 2.D. 18. L. 26.) 


65 At the 14th Congress of the All-Union Communist Party 
(Bolsheviks), Ya.A. was elected a member of the Central Control 
Commission. Yakovlev. (XIV Congress of the All-Union Communist 
Party (Bolsheviks). Verbatim report. Moscow; Leningrad, 1926. S. 
1003.) 


66 Collective farms of the USSR. From the results of the construction 
of agricultural. communes, artels and partnerships for public 
cultivation of land in 1925, M.; L., 1926. 


67 See note 51. 


68 The composition of the commission has changed several times. 
(RGASPI. F. 17. Op. 3. D. 587. L. 2.) In the fund of the faction of the 
All-Union Communist Party of Bolsheviks of the Union of 
Agricultural Cooperation Unions, there are separate minutes of the 
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commission's meetings (RGASPI. F. 631. Op. 2. D. 18 L. 1-6, 90-92, 
97-100, 137-139), as well as draft resolutions and comments thereto. 
(Ibid. L. 7-12, 38-89, etc.) 


The final decision on the issue under discussion was taken by the 
Politburo on December 30, 1926 in the form of two resolutions: "On 
the results of the construction of collective farms" and "On state farm 
construction”. See appendix 2, 3. 


When published, the resolutions were combined, see the Directives 
of the CPSU and the Soviet government on economic issues. S. 625- 
637. 
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Soviet Village Through the eyes of 
Cheka- OGPU- NKVD 1818 - 1939 
Trancripts of the Meetings of the 
Polit Buro of the Central Committee 
of the RCP (B) - VKP (B) 1923-1938 
Moscov. Rospen.2007 
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